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In this dissertation, the researcher examined teachers' understandings and attitudes
about the teaching of argument and how professional development (PD) affected those
understandings and attitudes. The teaching of argument is important because argument
promotes critical thinking skills, authentic learning opportunities, increased conceptual
development, and meaningful discussions about topics that are important to students. The
researcher gathered data about 14 teachers’ understandings and attitudes and looked at
them as a qualitative case study bounded by their common experience in a PD
opportunity during the summer with return visits to PD in the fall and the following
spring. The findings include: (1) teachers had little to no previous experience with
argument in their own learning or teaching, (2) the teaching of a new strategy, like
argument, requires ongoing, systematic PD, and (3) after PD the teachers developed more
complex, nuanced understanding of and value for the teaching of argument. These
findings were significant in that preservice teacher programs, district PD opportunities,
and teacher-led PD learning communities must strategically and intentionally address
argument for its power in the 21st Century classroom.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Argument has been identified as the heart (Schmoker, 2006), soul (Alfassi, 2009),
essence (Lasch, 1995) and centrality (Graff, 2003) of education. Graff’s (2003)
description of argumentative literacy (of which argument is the focus) is a literacy in
which listening, summarizing, and responding are used well. Argumentative literacy
includes the ability to read critically, engage in all types of discussion including
argument, and write meaningfully and reflectively (Graff, 2003; Schmoker, 2007).
Argumentative literacy also includes higher order skills such as persuasion, clarification,
explanation, debate, evaluation, and making judgments (Graff, 2003).
The art of argument can help future citizens become intellectually capable and
civically competent (Schmoker, 2007). Because argument is critical for civic
competence, the field of education must reevaluate how and what students are taught.
Argument should be taught to fulfill the stringent demands for all children to effectively
interact in higher education, careers, and demands of a democratic society. The teaching
of argument is also highlighted by recent national standards across content areas. This
study specifically addresses the understandings and attitudes of teachers related to the
teaching of argument as discussion.

1

Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this study was to document teacher perceptions and changes of
their understandings and attitudes about argument before and after professional
development (PD). Included within this documentation were: (1) participants’
understanding of the components of effective argument by using Reznitskaya’s argument
schema theory (AST; Reznitskaya et al., 2001; Reznitskaya & Anderson, 2002); (2) the
creation of a baseline of participants’ previous engagement with argumentative
discussion in their own learning (e.g., the apprenticeship of observation; Lortie, 1975);
and (3) the ways participants’ understandings and attitudes about argument changed after
being involved in PD. As part of the extended time frame for argument, these teachers
had the opportunity to implement argument into their own classrooms. Follow up
interviews three months and six months after the completion of initial summer PD were
conducted to document added changes in participants’ design and implementation of
argument.
I chose to look at the data with a socio-cognitive perspective using a qualitative
methodology because I was interested in exploring what teachers knew, what strategies
for implementation they used, and their attitudes about argument and designing
instruction for argument. I wanted to establish the “depth of understanding we can derive
from qualitative procedures” (Berg, 2009, p.2) through thick descriptions (Wolcott, 2009)
and multiple data sources (Patton, 2002; Yin, 2003). Through the variety and breadth of
data collection, my goal was to establish the “essence and ambience” (Berg, 2009, p.3)
of teachers’ understandings and attitudes as they stood on the threshold of new challenges
with the strand of argument brought to the forefront and intertwined throughout the
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recently passed Common Core State Standards (CCSS) as well as other national
standards such as National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE), Next Generation
Science Standards (NGSS), and National Council of Social Studies (NCSS). My intent
was to complete a case study bound by the participants’ engagement in the same summer
institute. Through this study, the participants’ journeys of discovery, understanding, and
revisions of argument and its purposes in classroom discussions were investigated.
Significance of the Study
This study is significant because it focuses on the effects of PD on teacher
understandings and attitudes about argument. The use of argument in a classroom can
promote authentic discussions, give value to informational texts, provide for research
with purpose, increase conceptual understanding, and help students to understand
multiple perspectives, as well as to reason logically (Hornikx & Hahn, 2012; Percy, 2014;
Prusak, Hershkowitz, & Schwarz, 2012). Since argument is refined and enriched through
discussions, more opportunities for dyad, small group, and whole group argument could
help prepare students for the demands of college and careers (Kuhn, Henberger, & Khait,
2016). Schmoker (2006) stated that discussion in classrooms builds “student capacity” for
the greater goal of argumentative literacy. Even though argument through discussion
builds student capacity, argument is presently under-utilized by teachers (Hillocks, 2010;
Schmoker, 2006). Interestingly, only about 7 in 1500 classrooms display any evidence of
academic discussion (Learning 24/7 as cited in Schmoker, 2006).
Researchers, authors, and practitioners (Hidi, Berndorffa, & Ainley, 2002;
Hillocks, 2011; Lazere, 2006; McClutchen, 2006; Voss, 2001; Wilhelm, 2007) have
suggested that meaningful classroom discussion improves students’ ability to think
3

critically, yet current educators’ as well as preservice teachers’ previous experiences with
argument may be limited. Lortie (1975) discussed the “apprenticeship of observation”;
simply stated, we teach like we were taught. Due to a possible lack of exposure to and
experience with argument, PD communities must develop ways of providing teachers
with support for the forthcoming demands they face to include argument in the education
of the 21st Century student and the lives of active, productive citizens of a democracy.
The results of this study will extend the academic conversations about support, training,
and PD needed for teachers, present and future, as they design classrooms of increased
intellectual thought, meaningful discussion, and authentic purposes for critical reading of
informational texts through the purposeful design and implementation of argument.
Brief Review of Argument
A study about argument requires a definition that is complete yet also addresses
the nuances and implications of argument as a concept. The CCSS (National Governors
Association Center for Best Practices & Council of Chief State School Officers
[NGACBP-CCSSO], 2010) is an example of the present expectations of the academic
community in regard to argument. Using current research and national standards such as
the CCSS, I address the purpose and definition of argument through a discussion of its
importance as a product of reasoned, logical thought; as a strategy for literacy (reading,
writing, speaking, listening); and as a means of discussion (Hornikx & Hahn, 2012).
Argument as a Product of Reasoned, Logical Thought
Graff (2003) reported that only about 20% of high school graduates were prepared
for the argumentative demands of the college classroom. Findings based on observations
4

in classrooms indicated only 0.5 % of the 1500 schools showed any evidence of
"academic dialog and discussion" (Learning 24/7, 2005, as cited in Schmoker, 2006).
While these statistics were grim, they drew attention to the importance of argument being
effectively taught to prepare students for the unique challenges of participation in a
democracy, successful engagement in higher education, and the rigorous demands of the
work place.
Participation in a democracy. The ability to argue is integral to the participation
in and continuation of a democracy (Coker & Erwin, 2011). In a democracy, one must be
able to read, listen, and think critically, compare policy, review the worth of one
candidate to another, and make decisions about issues (NCSS, 2013). Processing
logically and reasonably are essential components in the democratic process. Dewey
(1933) held high the idea that education was the key to a successful democracy and that
the ability to argue was critical.
The myriad of information available to the 21 st Century student is staggering. The
CCSS, in its introduction mentions the importance of processing critically for a
responsibly functioning citizenship in a democracy.
Students who meet the Standards readily undertake the close, attentive reading
that is at the heart of understanding and enjoying complex works of literature.
They habitually perform the critical reading necessary to pick carefully through
the staggering amount of information available today in print and digitally. They
actively seek the wide, deep, and thoughtful engagement with high-quality literary
and informational texts that builds knowledge, enlarges experience, and broadens
worldviews. They reflexively demonstrate the cogent reasoning and use of
5

evidence that is essential to both private deliberation and responsible citizenship
in a democratic republic. (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010, p. 3)
* Italics added.
Though the introduction does not mention argument specifically in the above reference,
two components of argument are mentioned – cogent reasoning and use of evidence.
Reasoning and evidence are the two characteristics of argument that separate it from
persuasion, which can be based on emotion and opinion without data or evidence
(NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010). Argument demands logic, reasoning, and reliable evidence.
Successful engagement in higher education. Appendix A of the English
Language Arts Common Core State Standards (ELACCSS) calls for argument in
classrooms instead of persuasion, stating that argument is crafted through logic for
understanding of perspectives in contrast with persuasion, which is crafted to convince
through emotionalism or tools of persuasion (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010, p. 24). Children
are expected to engage in argument through taking a stand, defending a position,
identifying others’ position, supporting an opinion with evidence, reading and listening
critically, and speaking and writing convincingly. From the introduction to the CCSS, the
description of the college and career ready student notes:
They demonstrate independence. Students can, without significant scaffolding,
comprehend and evaluate complex texts across a range of types and disciplines,
and they can construct effective arguments and convey intricate or multifaceted
information. (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010, 2010, p. 7)
*Italics added for emphasis.
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Students who demonstrate independence are expected to read for understanding,
construct arguments, and convey information when they leave the K-12 setting and begin
their continued training, whether through college or through career development
programs. From Appendix A of the ELACCSS (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010), students are
expected to read without the scaffolding they received in the K-12 setting. More complex
reading and less supports are demanded in college, so independence in communicating
and developing arguments is essential.
It is also noted in the description of the college and career ready student that they
value evidence.
Students cite specific evidence when offering an oral or written interpretation
of a text. They use relevant evidence when supporting their own points in
writing and speaking, making their reasoning clear to the reader or listener, and
they constructively evaluate others’ use of evidence. (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010, p.
7)
*Italics added for emphasis.
While argument is not mentioned in this characteristic of the college and career ready
student, the valuing of evidence is an important component of argument. Creating
opportunities for argument in instructional settings will allow students to authentically
find and use evidence to support claims or counter-claims. Students who value evidence
can also engage in conversations in which they are critically listening to others’
presentations of evidence and make decisions about the validity of that evidence.
Rigors of the work place. The workplace is no longer the factory model, but a
place that requires collaboration, skill, ingenuity, and decision-making. Graduating
7

students who can follow directions is not as important as it was during the early 1900’s.
In the workplace, argument does not mean fighting for one’s opinion at all costs; it means
collaborating for a solution to a problem. Williams and McEnerney (2008) of the
University of Chicago’s writing program, using Appendix A of the ELACCSS, defined
the use of argument in the workplace best when they wrote:
For four years, you are asked to read, do research, gather data, analyze it, think
about it, and then communicate it to readers in a form . . . which enables them to
assess it and use it. You are asked to do this not because we expect you all to
become professional scholars, but because in just about any profession you
pursue, you will do research, think about what you find, make decisions about
complex matters, and then explain those decisions—usually in writing—to others
who have a stake in your decisions being sound ones. In an Age of Information,
what most professionals do is research, think, and make arguments. (And part of
the value of doing your own thinking and writing is that it makes you much better
at evaluating the thinking and writing of others.) (ch. 1)
Williams and McEnerey (2008) have explained well the need for argument in the work
place. Their explanation of the workplace demands to “research, think, and make
arguments” is an extension of Graff’s (2003) term, “argument literacy”, which he defined
as “listening, summarizing, and responding”.
Another valuable reference in Appendix A of the ELACCSS refers to the use of
argument even beyond the workplace. Again, emphasizing argument as a means of
understanding, Fulkerson (1996) described argument as it relates to all aspects beyond
school and work:
8

…the goal is not victory but a good decision, one in which all arguers are at risk
of needing to alter their views, one in which a participant takes seriously and
fairly the views different from his or her own. (pp. 16–17)
Argument as good decision-making moves beyond the boundaries of the academic and
into the authentic, every-day choices one makes about the real-life things that matter.
Because of its universal appeal in many situations, argument as a product of wellreasoned, logical thought is valuable to the continuance of a successful democracy,
higher education, and the work place.
Argument as a Skill in Authentic Literacy
The CCSS (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010) could be considered an example of the
present expectations of the academic community. Within these standards, students are
expected to read widely and deeply. Students are expected to read for authentic purposes.
Students are also expected to value evidence, to support claims with evidence, and to
think critically about what they read and hear. Further, students are expected to
understand multiple perspectives. These varied expectations point to authentic purposes
for learning; learning that strengthens over time (Nussbaum, 2008). Authentic purposes,
or authentic literacy, imply engaging students in literacy that is most like literacy outside
of school or literacy for purposes important to the student. For example, the CCSS
describes students who:
… undertake the close, attentive reading that is at the heart of understanding and
enjoying complex works of literature... They actively seek the wide, deep, and
thoughtful engagement with high-quality literary and informational texts that
builds knowledge, enlarges experience, and broadens worldviews. They
9

reflexively demonstrate the cogent reasoning and use of evidence that is essential
to both private deliberation and responsible citizenship in a democratic republic.
(NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010, p. 3)
* Italics added for emphasis.
Reading for purpose, evaluating texts, creating claims, and developing world
views as well as listening and responding naturally become part of the practice of
literacy through the arguments that surround the reading of multiple texts from multiple
perspectives (Schwartz, 2003). The use of the terms “private deliberation” and
“responsible citizenship in a democracy” create very personal goals for students –
authentic goals.
Authentic literacy in regard to writing includes the ability to listen to different
viewpoints, summarize positions, and respond with a claim, warrants, evidence, and
multiple perspectives addressed in writing. Argumentative writing is a product of the
arguments that may take place in a class around readings, ideas, or propositions. The act
of discussion gives way to the thinking needed for writing argumentatively. The
combination of readings and discussions create organizational structures in the mind for
transferring quality argument into its written form. This emphasis is evident in the
ELACCSS, Writing Anchor Standards for Grades 6-12:
Text Types and Purposes –
1. Write arguments to support claims in an analysis of substantive topics or texts,
using valid reasoning and relevant and sufficient evidence.
Production and Distribution of Writing –
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6. Use technology, including the Internet, to produce and publish writing and to
interact and collaborate with others (p. 41)
*Italics added for emphasis.
Argument as a Discussion Strategy
As one of the national standards requiring argument, several key points in the new
CCSS document (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010) signify the increased importance and a new
focus on argumentative literacy within education. The following excerpts from the
ELACCSS and the Literacy in History/Social Studies, Science, and Technical Subjects,
Introduction and College and Career-Ready Standards, emphasize the skills needed for
successful argumentative literacy; one example of the thread of argument running
throughout the CCSS from its description of the college and career ready student:
They will comprehend as well as critique.
Students are engaged and open-minded—but discerning—readers and listeners.
They work diligently to understand precisely what an author or speaker is
saying, but they also question an author’s or speaker’s assumptions and
premises and assess the veracity of claims and the soundness of reasoning
(NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010, p.3).
*Italics added for emphasis.
From this characteristic of the college and career ready student, engaged, openminded, and discerning are not descriptions of readers only, but also of listeners. This
performance descriptor of the college and career ready student also points out a high
school graduate is able to apply critical skills of not just an author, but also a speaker.
Students are expected to engage in conversation.
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From the ELACCSS Speaking and Listening Anchor Standards, the following
standards also address specifically the implementation of discussion in school:
Comprehension and Collaboration –
1. Prepare for and participate effectively in a range of conversations and
collaborations with diverse partners, building on others’ ideas and expressing
their own clearly and persuasively.
2. Integrate and evaluate information presented in diverse media and formats,
including visually, quantitatively, and orally.
Presentation of Knowledge and Ideas –
6. Adapt speech to a variety of contexts and communicative tasks, demonstrating
command of formal English when indicated or appropriate. (NGACBPCCSSO, 2010, p. 48)
In addition, Appendix A of the ELACCSS devotes a section to explaining the importance
of argument to the education of children (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010). Appendix A cites
Graff (2003) in identifying argument as “fundamental” to the educated person. Further,
because universities place such a high value on argument, K-12 educational goals should
include creating classrooms where conflicts are taught, arguments are encouraged, and
multiple perspectives along with solutions are considered.
Definition of Terms
A couple of terms have been used throughout this dissertation that may have
ambiguous definitions or may be unknown or unfamiliar.
Argument itself is a term that refers to the engagement of at least two parties in a
discussion in which they make claims and back them with reasons. Donsbach (2008)
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defined argument as, “a concluding statement that claims legitimacy on the basis of
reason.” This concluding statement is what Kuhn and Udell (2003) described as the claim
or product. Kuhn and Udell (2003) delineated between argument and argumentation by
defining them as terms with different functions. The term argument refered to a product,
or the construction of an argument to support a claim, while the term argumentation
refered to the dialogic nature of the conversation of those who might engage in an
argument.
I began argumentative discussion because some of my own first readings were
from Retznikaya’s work, in which she and her colleagues referred to the classroom
conversations and discussions around argument as discussion (Reznitskaya et al., 2001).
Reznitskaya and colleagues also used dialogic discussion, academic dialogue, discussion,
talk and even the phrase “group oral argument” interchangeably when referring to
argument in their chapter in Comprehension Instruction (Reznitskaya et al., 2008, p.
197). In contrast, Wilhelm (2007) used the broader term of “talk” when he referred to
argumentative discussion in a classroom. In a paper presentation at the 2013 Literacy
Research Association, Reninger also defined dialogic talk as talk in which reasoning is
evident.
In further evaluating the correct term for meaningful argumentative discussions, I
returned to Retsnikaya’s work, which used the term “collaborative reasoning discussions”
(Reznitskaya et al., 2001; Reznitskaya, Anderson, & Kuo, 2007). This type of discussion
included students stating positions with reasons, exposing their thoughts through thinking
aloud, challenging with opposing or counter claims or ideas, identifying logic in others
and their own arguments, and the skill of summarizing. Her attention to sharing thoughts,
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listening to others and responding has a strong connection to Graff’s definitions of
authentic literacy that consist of reading, writing, and discussion, and argumentative
literacy, which is listening, summarizing, and responding (Graff, 2003). In authentic and
argumentative literacies, the notions of discussion, listening, and responding are
extremely important because they are indicative of the natural conversation we have
when we are learning about something. As I meshed these ideas together (i.e., talk,
dialogic exchange, collaborative reasoning, authentic literacy, and argumentative
literacy), I chose to use the word argument in my research to mean discussion that
describes the plethora of labels about the kinds of authentic conversations that ca n
happen in argument around topics of value and meaning to the participants. In these kinds
of conversations, the participants are also actively engaged through thinking, evaluating,
and making sense of the exchange of ideas within those conversations.
I did not use Retsnikaya’s collaborative reasoning discussion as the label for the
kinds of discussion I looked at throughout this study because from my current place of
understanding, argumentative discussions do not have to be resolved (like collaborative
reasoning); rather, argumentative discussions should lead to a place of understanding of
different perspectives. Further, Williams and McKerney (2008) described argument as “a
serious and focused conversation among people who are intensely interested in getting to
the bottom of things cooperatively” (as cited in the NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010.) This word
“conversation” nudged me to define argument as discussion because the type of oral
arguments to which I referred within these studies was the natural engagement of
conversations; not teacher talk or structured question/answer sessions, but rather the “oral
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discussions” that promoted the habits of mind that eventually developed the schema of
argument for the student.
Though others such as Reznitskaya and colleagues have used several terms
interchangeable, I purposefully chose to only use the term argument to mean discussion
for clarity and continuity within this study. When I used the term argument in this
dissertation, I referred to argumentative discussion as the “sharply focused
conversations” students had when they came to places of bilateral beliefs in learning. In
these conversations, listening, summarizing the opposing views presented, and
responding to challenge or having to defend were the essence of arguments (Graff, 2003,
p. 178). Rose (1989) stated, “All students need opportunities to talk about what they're
learning: to test their ideas, reveal their assumptions, talk through the places where new
knowledge clashes with ingrained belief” (pp 192-193). This place of clashing was the
backdrop of, and set the stage for, argument.
Argument schema theory (AST), proposed by Reznitskaya et al. (2001), restated
Toulmin’s (1958, 2003) premise that argument consists of a claim, warrant (reasons),
backing for the warrant (proof), anticipation of counter-arguments from an opposing
claim, rebuttals to the opposing claim, and qualifiers for special situations in which a
claim would be acceptable. AST proposes that certain structural elements must be present
for a discussion to be labeled or defined as an argumentative discussion. Reznitskaya and
colleagues proposed argument schemas are developed and understood through the
process of “socialization into argumentative discussion in a collective setting”
(Reznitskaya et al., 2008, p. 198). As stated earlier, AST will be further explained in the
theoretical framework section of this chapter.
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Since the use of argument is an important part of classroom instruction, required
for success in college and careers, and a necessary skill for engagement in a democratic
society, I wondered what teachers knew about argument. I wanted to document their
understandings and attitudes about argument before PD, and then see how these
understandings and attitudes changed after PD.
Research Questions
In light of these wonderings, the research questions I developed for this study
addressed the ways inservice teacher participants’ understandings and attitudes related to
the use of argument in the classroom changed as a result of PD.
Understandings of Argument:


In what ways did inservice teachers’ definitions of argument change as a result of
professional development?



In what ways did inservice teachers’ description of the implementation of
argument change as a result of professional development?

Attitudes about Argument:


In what ways did teachers’ attitudes change about the importance of argument in
the classroom as a result of professional development?



In what ways did teachers’ attitudes about their ability to design instruction for
teaching argument change as a result of professional development?
Theoretical Framework
The theoretical framework for this study was a three-pronged framework built

from a constructivist grounded theory paradigm. One additional theory was added in
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direct relation to PD. The three-pronged framework that guided my research questions,
data collection, coding of the data, and interpretation of the data was the socio-cognitive
perspective, AST, and situated learning theory, specifically the apprenticeship of
observation. The last theory I used to guide and discuss the effects of PD was Wigfield's
and Eccles' (2000) expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation. This theory
helped me to make the connections between the apprenticeship of observation, PD, and
teacher understandings and attitudes. In this section, I described the theoretical
framework and discussed how I developed the literature review as well as data collection
using the constructivist grounded theory approach.
Socio-Cognitive Perspective
Argumentative discussion is not only cognitive, but it is also social.
Understanding argumentative discussion through a socio-cognitive perspective shed new
light on the subject of argumentative discussion (Newell, Beach, Smith, & Van der
Heide, 2011). A socio-cognitive perspective assumes that learning happens when the
participants are engaged in thinking about the mental processes, such as reasoning,
judgement, or memory, and are engaged in social interaction at the same time (Bandura,
1988, 2001). Cognitively speaking, argument is the core of critical thinking, and thus,
carries with it a set of cognitive skills that one must acquire, develop, hone, use, and
transfer to different situations (Alfassi, 2009).
Socio-cognitive perspective had its origins in the work of Piaget (1964), Bloom
(1964), Bandura (1988), and Bruner (1978) who worked with the idea of cognitive
learning theory. Piaget (1964) identified stages of learning, emphasizing that cognition
changed through natural maturation and environmental experience. Bloom's (1964)
17

contribution to the cognitive perspective was the creation of a taxonomy for cognitive
skills that encouraged classroom learning situations to include higher-order thinking
skills. Bruner’s (1978) work was built upon the premise that students should be involved
in learning opportunities that required critical thinking. He was also a strong advocate of
language acquisition to develop cognitively. In short, cognition is the process by which
we think about thinking, respond to our environment, and change or grow because of our
own thinking and experiences.
Cognition is connected to social learning through the mode of discussion or talk.
Discussion provides for the space where communication and interaction take place.
Within this social environment, assimilation of knowledge is accomplished. Vygotsky
(1987) admonished teachers to give students rich experiences so that they would learn
and apply the information. He stated, “… pedagogical experience demonstrates that
direct instruction in concepts is impossible. It is pedagogically fruitless…It substitutes the
learning of dead and empty verbal schemes for the mastery of living knowledge” (p.
170). Acquiring skills without being allowed to use those skills can create “dead and
empty verbal schemes”. The idea of learning what argument is (cognition) without
engaging in argument (social learning) would fall into this category of “dead and empty
verbal schemes”.
An example of socio-cognitive theory at work was evident in a study by Kuhn and
Crowell (2011). Peers were partnered with those from the opposite stance for one-on-one
discussion. These students improved significantly more than those in teacher-led whole
group discussion. Engaging in the conversations of argument helped students to make the
connections between spoken discussion mentioned earlier that should transfer into their
18

heads as students recorded their written discussion. The role of the socio-cognitive lens
in this study was that all students had learned about argument. However, only those who
engaged in argument in a one-to-one conversation were able to write a more sophisticated
argument than their peers, who learned about argument and engaged in a whole group
discussion with the teacher. While it was a whole group discussion about a topic, the
students were not directly held accountable for creating and defending an argument in a
conversation with another student.
Chen, Hand, and Park (2016) confirmed the power of socio-cognition through
oral conversations in a study conducted with fifth graders in science. After 16 weeks
filled with several opportunities for oral arguments, the students improved in their ability
to defend and challenge a claim, critique claims, and value evidence. The students'
written arguments became more complex, the more they engaged in oral arguments. This
study confirmed the use of the social component of talk to increase students' ability to
engage in the complex task of argument.
Argument Schema Theory (AST)
Toulmin (1958) is considered the modern-day father of argument. When
discussing the components of argument, he used terms like warrant, rebuttal, qualifiers,
and so forth to describe the “art of argument.” Since 1958, others have focused on the
teaching of argument; however, educators like Hillocks (2011) and Reznitskaya et al.
(2001) have continued to discuss argument using Toulmin’s terms. Reznitskaya and
colleagues are credited with the development of AST in their use of argument with fourth
graders. AST joins the idea of schema, a recognition or familiarity with patterns or forms
of how something is organized, and the definition of argument. When students know the
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definition of argument and the organization of an argument, they are able to engage in
argument more effectively.
Reznitskaya et al. (2001) and Retznitskaya et al.(2007) worked with the idea of
collaborative reasoning, and through their work at the University of Illinois, students
developed skills for argumentative literacy because they learned argumentative schema
through discussion. Collaborative reasoning was defined by the University of Illinois’
Reznitskaya et al. (2009) as follows:
CR is an educational approach that places dialogic inquiry at the center of its
pedagogy…Texts are chosen to embody themes that are engaging for young
students and can stimulate thoughtful and lively dialogue. In a typical CR
discussion, students start by taking initial positions on a ‘big question’. Big
questions address moral or societal dilemmas that are both complex and central to
human experience…During the discussions, students are expected to provide
reasons and evidence for their positions, listen to and evaluate each others’
reasoning, and address the issues from multiple perspectives (p.33).
Ehrlich and Blum-Kulka’s (2010) study suggested that even preschoolers have the
ability to engage in involved argument schemas through discussion when given a schema
or understanding of how argument works and the opportunity to engage in social
interaction. Peer discussions, or debates, yielded the strongest improvements in students’
achievement in relation to increased ability for argumentative discussion and writing.
Even when teachers led discussions and included explicit instruction, they were not able
to reproduce the increases seen in students exposed to debate among peers.
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AST, a plan or set of rules for engaging in argument, framed this study because it
was through the components of argument schema that I defined argument, compared
participant responses, and exposed participants to lessons that more deeply explained
how to engage in argument. AST provided a roadmap for the participants in how to
develop, defend, and strengthen an argument. Part of my intent was to add to the present
research on the teaching of argument by identifying the understandings and attitudes of
teachers in regard to AST. I sought to discover what teachers knew about argument, its
implementation, and significance, and how PD centered around AST affected their
understandings and attitudes.
Situated Learning and Apprenticeship of Observation
Lave and Wenger (1991) introduced the idea of situated learning, which suggests
that students co-construct their learning through social interaction and the community
context of their situation. Learning takes place in concrete, practical surroundings and in
social interactions, creating the transfer of learning to new situations. Apprenticeship of
observation (Hargreaves, 2010; Lortie, 1975) is a part of situated learning because one of
the ways this social interaction takes place is through the apprenticeship of observation.
The apprenticeship of observation includes the previous experiences teachers have had,
and how those experiences shape teachers’ understandings of how to teach based on how
they were taught and what they experienced as a student.
Lortie (1975) stated that the 13 years spent in school create a kind of intuitive
understanding of how school is supposed to be run, children are supposed to behave, and
how teachers are supposed to act. Somewhat like using your conscience as a guide, Lortie
believed teachers teach in the same ways they were taught (Heaton & Mickelson, 2002).
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Borg (2004) and Johnson (1994) argued that the thirteen years of experience as a K-12
student can sometimes become the default way of teaching when teachers are faced with
challenging content, and this experience can trump the educational inputs teachers
received through preservice preparation or PD after preservice teacher preparation. These
intuitive ways of teaching cannot be underestimated (Borg, 2004).
Effective teaching includes not only knowing the content, but also knowing how
to teach the content. The apprenticeship of observation can be easily retrieved and
implemented when teachers lack pedagogy. Grossman (1989, 1991) completed a case
study with three first year teachers. All three teachers taught secondary English and had
high levels of competency in English knowledge. However, Jake, Kate, and Lance did
not have any educational courses, so they relied on how they were taught to make it
through their first year. They also relied on their apprenticeship of observation in college
classes to guide their own instruction – a scenario that did not work. All three participants
in the study struggled with their first year of teaching. Grossman (1989, 1991) noted that
many teachers say they learned everything they knew through teaching; however, she did
not observe this with the three participants in her study.
Darling-Hammond and Branford (2005) also addressed the apprenticeship of
observation, sharing students’ preconceptions should be addressed through explicit
instruction, consistent modeling, and deep reflection. Thus, students must be able to
identify their preconceived ideas about teaching and teacher education so that they can
learn how to teach and have the skill set and pedagogy set for teaching argument. With
these ideas in mind, I wanted to examine teachers’ understandings and attitudes regarding
teaching argument; something in which they had little to no experience as students or as
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preservice teachers. Thus, they were not able to rely on situated learning, such as the
aspect of apprenticeship of observation, as they rarely or never observed argument as
discussion.
However, one study based on situated learning documented increased student
achievement through four very important components of situated learning. Goel,
Johnson, Junglas, and Ives (2010) identified that a thematic focus, cognitive absorption,
social structure, and active participation were inter-working components, and none could
be left out of the learning process to achieve change. Therefore, while the apprenticeship
of observation suggests it is difficult to overcome exposure to the ways we were taught
because we resist changing teaching practice of subject matter for which we are familiar,
it is possible to change when presented with the right mix of situated learning
components (Goel et al., 2010).
Expectancy-Value Theory of Achievement Motivation
A huge consideration in the effective implementation of PD is the expectancyvalue theory of achievement motivation for teaching of new content or using new
pedagogical strategies. The cognitive influences of expectancy-value theory are the
success of a task measured by people’s judgment of the likelihood of their own success
(labeled expectancy), and the reasons they choose to engage in a task (labeled value)
(Elliot, Sweck, & Yeager, 2017). The expectancy-value model was developed by John
William Akinson in the 1960s and was applied to education in the 1980s by Eccles
(1983). Later, the model was refined further for education to generally discuss the
differences in gender performance on school tasks (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000). Research
indicated that an individual’s expectancies and values interact to predict outcomes like
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engagement, interest, and academic achievement (Elliott et al., 2017; Wigfield & Eccles,
2000).
Expectancies are beliefs that individuals hold regarding their success on certain
tasks they will carry out. They are tied to concepts such as self-efficacy, self-confidence,
and the belief that one can successfully reach a goal or complete a task. Expectancies
shape who we are because they impact the choices we make as well as our behaviors.
Values an individual has regarding learning pertain to how important one thinks the
learning is and whether the cost of trying something new is equal to the value the new
learning has for him personally. According to Wigfield and Eccles (2000) subjective task
value can be represented by four categories: (1) attainment value (for identity or self); (2)
intrinsic value (enjoyment, interest); (3) utility value (usefulness, relevance); and (4) cost
(loss of time, excessive effort demands, loss of valued alternative). These four categories
of value represent the reasons a new task may or may not be valued.
Using the expectancy-value theory of achievement motivation as a lens, I looked
at teachers' understandings (what they knew and believed they could do with argument)
and their attitudes (the importance and value they attached to argument) as well as how
PD can impact those understandings and attitudes, evident through their performance and
classroom choices about argument in response to new challenges brought on by the
reform of state standards in their schools. According to Elliott et al. (2017), what my
participants believed about their own achievement and how they felt about their own
success would ultimately impact the degree to which they implemented argument into
their own classrooms.
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Review of this Study
This dissertation has four remaining chapters. In chapter two, I provided a
literature review relating to the teaching of argument and teacher PD. In order to
understand the evolution of argument for educational purposes, I took the reader on a
short trip through the historical perspectives regarding argument to its present-day uses in
classrooms across content areas. Within its present-day uses, the components of argument
were defined. Then the many labels one might encounter regarding argument were
identified and an operational definition of what it means to this study was addressed.
Next, I showed how theoretical perspectives and argument are related, and how argument
promotes these theoretical perspectives. The next two sections of the literature review of
related research addressed the importance and implementation of argument. The final
section of chapter two discussed good PD, how teachers feel about PD, and the risktaking involved in teaching new content or using new pedagogy.
After the literature review, my methods for conducting this study were described
in chapter three. This was a qualitative interpretive study with a single case bounded by
the PD of fourteen teachers who taught grades ranging between three and ten. In chapter
three, I also described the participants, the PD, how I collected data, my process for
coding and analyzing the data, how I triangulated the data for better analysis, as well as
how I controlled for biases and issues of validity and reliability.
In chapter four, I shared my data analysis from the interviews, whole group
discussions, observations, journal entries, and participant reflections, providing a picture
of the case study. Finally, in chapter five, I discussed my findings, conclusions,
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implications of this research, and suggestions for future research that I drew from the
results in chapter four.
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CHAPTER II
UNDERSTANDING ARGUMENT
Argument in K-12 classrooms is part of a recent standards movement to engage
students by using the authenticities of living, such as the natural disputes of their daily
lives, the opposing conversations of popular culture, the worries of the work place, and
the debates of specific disciplines into the classroom. Being able to think
argumentatively, identify the components of argument in literacy, and develop
argumentative writing are essential for success in higher education and many careers
(Graff, 2003; Hillocks, 2011; Kuhn, 2005; Schmoker, 2006; Smith, Wilhelm, &
Fredrickson, 2012). However, while argument is important, even critical to future
academic success, it is under-utilized in K-12 classrooms and lacks a working definition
for the classroom teacher (Voss, 2001).
The purpose of this review of existing literature was to give a brief historical
overview of argument, create a working definition of argument in educational contexts,
suggest what PD programs must consider to appropriately prepare teachers for teaching
argument, and delineate teachers’ responsibility toward the development of argument
across content areas in K-12 classrooms. In addition, the final section of chapter two
shares the most recent definitions of effective PD, how teachers’ expectancy and va lue of
PD affects implementation of content acquired through PD, as well as the risk-taking
involved in teaching new content or using new pedagogy.
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Historical Perspectives
Argument can be considered one of the primary ways in which human interaction
takes place (Vygotsky, 1978; Voss, 2001); however, in educational contexts, classrooms
have been designed to become places of sterile interactions where “teaching the
conflicts” (Graff, 1992) has been limited to the occasional debate or mock courtrooms in
social studies or extra-curricular civics club environments. Argument as a means for
authentic literacy has been used very little in the English language arts (ELA) classroom.
Although argument has been utilized and formalized since the days of Socrates, it
was not emphasized as a tool of process and product in schools throughout the first part
of the 21st Century. The implementation of the No Child Left Behind Act (2002)
inadvertently prompted teachers to institute heavy test preparation with multiple choice
test questions. The goal of instruction was to pass standardized multiple-choice tests, the
results of which carried heavy punitive results for teachers and schools (Murnane &
Papay, 2010).
However, argument has been revived by recent national standards, requiring its
informal use in learning. Tracing the historical perspectives related to argument would be
a massive paper by itself; therefore, my focus for this review of the literature was limited
to the first formalized arguments as seen in Socrates’ and Artistotle’s work. I then
discussed the modern movements in argument begun by Toulmin in 1958. After
Toulmin’s contribution, I briefly examined some other theories and definitions of
argument that more closely relate to education. The importance of tracing argument
before 2010 was to establish that argument is a worthy goal because it “not only
permeates human thinking, but is fundamental to it” (Voss, 2001, p.2). I also wanted to
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establish that argument has always been an important part of education and show that
recent national standards like the CCSS have not been the only catalyst for the use of
argument.
Socrates, Plato, and Aristotle
Truth-seeking has always been a part of human history from the encounter
between Adam, Eve, and the serpent to the Iliad and the book of Job (Voss, 2001, p. 3).
However, argument “became a matter of serious inquiry”, or academic quest, with the
development of the extended discussions of the Roman and Greek scholars (Voss, 2001,
p. 3). Argument in other cultures was also developing (for example, in China), but
argument developed very differently there than the argument of the Romans and Greeks.
”Indeed, some aspects of classical Chinese were more ‘logical’ than its Greek
counterpart” (Harbsmeier, 1998, p. 113 as cited in Mercier, 2011a). Plato described how
Socrates would question a claim or premise, such as “Honesty is the best policy” until the
claim might be contradicted through his questioning. Aristotle developed the classical
“categorical syllogism,” which depends upon logic to prove the validity of a claim (Voss,
2001, p. 3). Even though the Chinese culture encouraged agreement and discouraged
argument, “The expressive power of Chinese was not lost over time: in 1631, a Chinese
scholar, with the help of a Jesuit missionary, published a translation of Aristotle’s
Categories, the epitome of Greek logical thinking” (Mercier, 2011a, p. 94).
Aristotle identified persuasion in three contexts: “courts, public forums, and
special celebratory events” (Voss, 2001, p.3). In addition to syllogism, typically a logical
argument that deductively arrives at a conclusion from two or more propositions assumed
to be true, Aristotle also identified arguments of probability, and arguments that would
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not fit the logic of the syllogism. In exploration of the argument of probability Aristotle
identified three kinds: forensic, epideictic, and deliberative (Hillocks, 2011). He also
renamed these types of “substantive arguments” as arguments of fact, of judgment, and of
policy, respectively (Hillocks, 2011, p. vi). He also identified three types of audience
appeal that ring as true today as they did 2500 years ago: pathos (emotional appeal), ethos
(ethical appeal based on the writer’s or speaker’s authority or credibility), and logos
(logic based on reason; Lunsford, Ruszkiewicz, & Walters, 2007).
Today’s concept of argument, while built upon the work of the past, has
continued to evolve and become more complex with more types and definitions and ways
of developing and approaching argument. The task of understanding argument can
become quite overwhelming. Because of this vast array of argument and labels for
argument, I limited my explanation to some of the main movements related to education
and the defining and implementation of argument.
Stephen Toulmin
In the 20th Century in the United States, argument enjoyed a time of popularity
with debate teams flourishing in colleges, but then the focus on argument and its specific
connection to logic waned because it became a game of rhetoric with no substance until
the mid-1950’s when Stephen Toulmin’s The Uses of Argument was published (Voss,
2001). About the same time, Perelman and Obrechts-Tyteca (1958) published The New
Rhetoric. These two books influenced an increased interest in arguments of substance.
Another possible reason for the resurgence of argument was the political unrest of the
1950’s and 1960’s. Voss (2001) cited Corbett (1971) as establishing the fact that rhetoric
resurges during times of “violent social upheavel” (p. 5).
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Toulmin identified six components for a single argument, including datum or
grounds for a claim, the claim itself, and warrants, backing for warrants, qualifiers for
claims, and rebuttals to claims. Through his identification of the components of
argument, Toulmin connected the claim with the datum explicitly, and the warrant
implicitly. When he added the datum as a part of the claim, he made the datum explicit
with a clear implicit reference to the warrant (Voss, 2011, p. 7). For example, if I stated
that corporal punishment should be abolished from schools because it is barbaric to hit
children with a large stick, the claim “corporal punishment should be abolished" is
supported by the datum that it is barbaric to hit children with a large stick. Barbaric
behavior should be abolished is the implied warrant (This example follows a similar
example in Voss, 2011, p. 7).
Three main criticisms of Toulmin’s argument were noted. The first criticism of
Toulmin’s argument was that it did not extend well past one argument. In many
arguments, claims are results of conclusions, and the argument is extended. Toulmin’s
argument did not allow for the multiple arguments that might arise. Second, his approach
to argument made it hard to identify each component of argument when applied to larger
arguments. When an argument was expanded or was more than a simple argument,
Toulmin’s components became somewhat ambiguous or interchangeable with one
another. Third, Toulmin’s argument did not account for the audience of the argument. His
model was one of “structure, not pragmatics” (Voss, 2001, p. 7). In other words,
Toulmin’s model for argument did not translate well into the back-and-forth manner of
dialogue or discussion that takes place in argument as process.
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Carl R. Rogers
Rogerian argument is a view of argument from psychology. Though Carl R.
Rogers was not a teacher, his essay “Communication: Its Blocking and Its Facilitation”
written in the 1950’s, added another dimension to argument. Rogers believed that the
participants in an argument become partners, not adversaries. Rather than opposing views
of an issue dueling, which the graphic on the front of Teaching Argument Writing,
Grades 6-12 by Hillocks (2011) suggests, Rogers painted a picture of civility where a
place of collaboration exists to find answers. Thus, Reznitskaya et al.’s (2001, 2007)
collaborative reasoning, a method for teaching argument, is considered a type of
Rogerian argument (Barnett & Bedau, 2011).
Douglas Walton
Douglas Walton’s Dialogue Theory, developed around 1998, approaches
argument as a set of six types of dialogue with each type having a specific goal
(Nussbaum, 2011) as defined in Table 1 below.
Table 1
Walton’s Six Types of Dialogue for Argument (1998)
Persuasion
Goal Resolving
or
clarifying
an issue

Inquiry

Negotiation
Proving or Achieving
disproving a
a
settlement
hypothesis

32

Information Deliberation Eristic
Seeking
Exchanging Determining Revealing
information best course
underlying
of action
reasons
for
conflict

All six types of dialogue involve some type of argument with different goals for each
argument. The persuasive argument focuses on resolving or clarifying an issue as its goal.
In a persuasive argument, coming to agreement is part of the goal. An argument of
inquiry seeks to prove or disprove a hypothesis, or a claim. The argument of negotiation
does not seek to find one answer; rather to come to a place of consensus, or settlement
about a claim. The information-seeking argument is exploratory in nature and has as its
goal the art of exchanging information. For the argument of deliberation, making a
decision about the best course of action is the goal. Finally, Walton’s dialogue theory
identifies the eristic argument as an argument whose goal is to reveal or expose the
underlying conflicts around a claim.
Walton’s dialogue theory has been used by researchers, such as Felton and Kuhn
(2001) and Felton and Herko (2004), to explore the effectiveness of teaching the
construction of different arguments for different purposes and the requirements for each
in the classroom setting. Walton’s Dialogue Theory goes beyond Toulmin, in that it
recognizes that argument has many purposes or goals and each goal must be approached
differently (Newell et al., 2011; Nussbaum, 2011). Much like there are different schemes
for solving mathematical or science problems, so students should be taught different
schemes for the different purposes for their arguments (Nussbaum, 2011; Rigotti &
Morasso, 2010). Each type of argument has a set of norms that should be applied when
constructing that type of argument (Nussbaum, 2011).
Mitchell, Riddle, and Andrews
Mitchell and Riddle (2005) developed and identified the characteristics of
inclusive argument. The Mitchell and Riddle model (2000) identifies words that
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encourage, extend, and promote further argument. Words like ‘because’, ‘then’, and
‘since’ tend to promote dialogic talk, rather than formal, non-moving exchange of words
(Scholtz et al., 2008). Inclusive argument adheres to the idea that quality arguments can
take place in the absence of rebuttals. Rather, arguments can be well-developed through
inclusiveness within the argument. Andrews (2005) extended Mitchell and Riddle’s
model by saying that the use of these key words can help in the development of an
argument. Building upon this model, Andrews (2005) suggested that participants move
from narrative to argument through the development of connecting concepts to create
arguments.
Components of Argument
While this review of literature continues to highlight and define the different
approaches, definitions, and labels attached to argument, the rule for identifying the
components and implementation of argument continues to rely heavily on Toulmin’s
(1958) work. I could not agree more with Voss (2001) when he described argument as
“an old yet developing field” (p. 1). It is as old as time, yet it continues to develop and its
uses in education continue to be explored. Table 2 below lists the expected components
in an argument.
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Table 2
Components of Argument (Toulmin, 1958)
Component

Function

Data Collecting

Data collecting informs decision-making for a claim.

Making a Claim

Use data to create a logical claim.

Identifying Warrants

Warrants give support to a claim. Warrants represent a
collection of more data.

Providing Supports
for Warrants

Each warrant’s validity must be established through the use of
supporting evidence from reliable sources, or data.

Anticipation of
Counter-Claim

Through wide research of multiple perspectives, the logic and
reasoning of a claim are tested by its author. Data collection is
essential.

Crafting a Rebuttal

The rebuttal acknowledges other claims, addresses their
veracity through the use of reason, logic, and evidence. The
rebuttal strengthens a claim because it addresses claims other
than one’s own.

Adding qualifiers

Throughout the rebuttal process, qualifiers may have to be
added because the claim may be limited in its generalizability
in all situations. Situations in which the claim cannot be
supported would be qualified.

Conclusion or
refining claim

Because the components of argument are not linear any one of
them may reoccur throughout the development of the argument.

Argument Schema
From these components, or argument skills as Felton and Kuhn (2001) called
them, Reznitskaya and Anderson (2002) developed AST; a method for using schema to
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help school children understand argument. In contrast, Mercier (2011b) believed that
children do not need a schema; argument comes naturally to them. However, to be able to
engage in argumentative reading (Newell et al., 2011), children need to understand what
they are looking for as they read arguments. Additionally, as more sophisticated demands
are made, having a schema to create one’s own arguments as well as evaluate another’s
arguments assists children in this process.
AST is based upon two theoretical stances. First is the schema-theoretic view of
cognition, which means that more knowledge is gained when the structure of argument is
understood (Reznitskaya et al., 2012). Second, the theory of sociocultural views of
cognition looks at cognition in terms of one’s own awareness of cognitive and social
functioning in light of composing and examining well-reasoned arguments (Reznitskaya
et al., 2012). Therefore, as the schema for argument is understood and the awareness of
one’s own ability to think about, craft, and evaluate arguments is increased, students
become more critical readers, thinkers, and listeners.
Argument schemas are developed, in part, through social interaction (Reznitskaya
et al., 2012). An argument schema incorporates knowledge of the rhetorical structure of
an argument, the inferential rules of reasoning, and other cognitive and social practices
useful in argument. It allows for transfer between different contexts and modes of
communication (Reznitskaya et al., 2001). An argument schema can be broken down
further into argument stratagems – recurrent rhetorical patterns used in argument. An
example of an argument stratagem would be children using the same phrase when
establishing their claim with evidence from a story. The children may say, “In the
story….” The use of appropriate stratagems can help students develop more elaborative
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and focused arguments (Nussbaum & Edwards, 2011; Reznitskaya, Kuo, Glina, &
Anderson, 2008).
Stratagems may be further scaffolded through the use of argument frames or
argument sentences, such as the sentence frames of Graff, Birkenstein, and Dunce (2006).
An example of their use of sentence frames is from the templates in the appendix of their
work. One of the sentence frames under the section, “AGREEING-WITH A
DIFFERENCE” reads, “I agree that _____because my experience _________confirms
it.” (p. 167). Using or identifying argument schemas, stratagems, and frames helps
children to become more dialogical in their spoken arguments and argument should be
social, as well as dialogical in nature.
To give a personal example of the significance of schema to understanding, I
share a recent visit to my children in Washington, D.C. While I am proficient at driving
through traffic and finding my way around the interstate system of the United States, I
was completely lost in trying to maneuver through the Metro (the underground public
transit system) in Washington, D.C. I had no schema for the Metro, and even though
there were maps everywhere, I could not make sense of them because I did not
understand the schema, or the layout of the system. I can understand how to find my way
driving because I know several things about the way the interstate system works.
Interstates are numbered even and odd according to their direction: even for east and
west, and odd for north and south. Interstate exits are numbered according to the mile
markers, so if I am at mile marker 249 and I need to exit at Exit 255, I know I have six
miles to go before I reach my destination. My schema of the interstate system assists my
navigation of the interstate with relative ease. However, I had none of this type of
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knowledge about the Metro. It was underground so I could not use my sense of direction.
I had to know how far I was going before I could purchase a ticket to enter. I did not
know how far I was going because I could not read the map. I was lost. In this same way,
students who do not know the schema of argument can get very lost in trying to develop,
engage in, evaluate, and implement arguments.
Toulmin’s Components of Argument
I have used Toulmin’s (1958) components of argument implemented through
AST to provide a schema for the discussion of argument throughout this literature review.
I have named and discussed each component in light of its use in the K-12 setting across
content areas. I have listed them as steps; however, argument is not necessarily linear. In
the K-12 setting, students should be engaging with argument as a discussion made up of
specific components, a process, and a product.
Step one: Data gathering. For Toulmin (1958), an argument always began with
data collecting or data gathering. To make a claim in a knowledge vacuum was not
acceptable to Toulmin (1958). Conversely, Reznitskaya et al. (2001) and her colleagues
(Reznitskaya et al., 2007) do not emphasize data gathering as the first, most important
component in preparation for argument (the verbal dialogue of argument in a classroom).
Seemingly, many teachers make this same error as they begin to push students to develop
arguments not grounded in research, evidence, or data. Klein and Rose (2010) and Wiley
and Voss (1999) identified more sophisticated arguments based on instructional practices
where students were given an opportunity for knowledge building through data collection
about a claim they were going to be asked to make. Overall, students were much better
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prepared to engage in authentic argument with more complex counter-arguments and
rebuttals.
Step two: Making a claim based on data. Toulmin’s (1958) second step in
argument was to make a claim based on the data collected. Making a claim involves a
commitment to a decision based on data. Meaningful data collection involves information
from many sides of an issue so that a true decision about where one stands can be
determined. Through data collection, ideas can be measured or "juxtaposed" against new
information (Nussbaum & Sinatra, 2003, p. 384). Wiley and Voss (1999) argued that
students who had access to multiple web sources were able to construct more substantial
arguments. Klein and Rose (2010) gave students reading assignments on both sides of an
issue before a claim was made. Students then made claims based on the data they had
read. The process of evaluating data included decision-making about which data were
most compelling is a complex process, which yielded “greater argument genre
knowledge, explanation genre knowledge, and explanation text quality” (Klein & Rose,
2010, p. 433). Making a claim based on data gives students something important to say.
Instead of making claims based on uninformed opinions, the use of data grounds students'
claims in textual evidence.
Step three: Supporting a claim with warrants derived from data. Warrants are
statements made to support the claim. They answer the “so what?” question about the
evidence and why that evidence is important to the claim. Some can get very confused by
this argumentative skill; however, if data are used to create a claim, it stands to reason
that the same data used to make a claim can now be considered as a possibility for the
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data of the warrant. Warrants provide explanation for why a claim is reasonable. Like the
legs on a table, warrants uphold the veracity of a claim (Hillocks, 2011; Smith et al.,
2012). Warrants must be verified as to the safety or degree of assumption that can be
made about each warrant. The safer a warrant, or the data that support the warrant, the
stronger the argument will be (Smith et al., 2012). While more extensive data further
validate the warrant, the safety or degree of assumption of data also plays into the validity
of warrants. Villata, Boella, Gabbay, and van der Torre (2013) conducted a study in
which they looked at the trust factor in the use of data for claims in argumentation theory.
In their study, trustworthy data supported strong arguments. Data that are easily verified
are safe data. According to Smith et al. (2012) warrants must provide examples of why
an issue is important. The strategic use of safe and trustworthy data provides examples of
why an issue is important.
Step four: Backing warrants with reasons, or supports, through evidence.
Just as warrants support a claim, evidence or reasons a warrant can be trusted as reliable
are also required. Keith and Beard (2008) describe the warrant as one in which the reader
is invited to “draw the conclusion” (p. 22). Because the reader is drawing conclusions,
warrants need backing to strengthen their interpretation or “justness” (Smith et al., 2012,
p. 15). Backing is evidence, and evidence can take on many shapes and forms, depending
on the discipline and purpose of the argument. Some examples of evidence are statistics,
research, personal testimony, cultural norms, assumptions, artifacts, and records (Smith et
al., 2012).
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Step five: Counter-claims and rebuttals. Counter claims are usually introduced
into argument schema as children enter middle school, even though some researchers
have documented ability to anticipate counter-claims in young children (Mercier, 2011b;
Pontecorvo & Arcidiacono, 2010). Through attention to counter-claims, an argument can
actually be strengthened. When an argument has identified what might be counter-claims
and addressed them through rebuttals, the composer of the argument is gaining credibility
from his or her audience. Nussbaum (2002) provided argument stratagems and frames to
encourage the use of counter-claims and rebuttals. The use of phrases like, “On the one
hand, I agree with X that ____. But on the other hand, I insist that _____” as
demonstrated by the work of Graff et al. (2006, p. 172) can focus students to
acknowledge and identify and address the claims that might counter their own.
Step six: Qualifiers as needed. Just as the truism that freedom is relative, not
absolute, so most claims are relative and need qualifiers to explain under what terms the
claim is true. Very few decisions can be supported as a decision that will always be
correct at all times. Thus, qualifiers allow opportunities for negotiation, compromise, and
refinement of the original claim. Qualifiers provide the conditions under which the claim
will be valid (Smith et al., 2012).
Step seven: Conclusion. After the warrants with their reasons have been
identified, counter-arguments and the rebuttals to those counter-arguments have been
recognized, the person making a claim must revisit his initial claim to form a conclusion.
Sometimes the claim remains in its original state, but often the claim will be revised in
some way to acknowledge understanding from an opposing view, or illogical reasoning
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in one’s own view. As noted by Yackel (2002), the conclusion is often seen as the
conclusion of an argument that verifies the claim. While these components have been
presented in a step-by-step fashion, many times they unfold in a recurring cycle, with
participants revisiting one or more components throughout the argumentative process; it
is not a linear progression (Smith et al., 2012).
Multiple Definitions and Labels of Argument
While “argument is everywhere”, like so many other terms in education, the term
argument is hard to define (Lunsford et al., 2007). Some defined argument through a
traditional term and definition approach. Nussbaum (2011), who has focused on
argument since his time as a graduate student, defined argument as a process of thinking
(versus argument as a product) and as a social interaction in which “at least two
individuals engage in dialogue for the purpose of constructing and critiquing arguments”
(p. 84). Saracaloglu, Aktamis, and Delioglu (2011) interpreted Toulmin’s definition of
argument as “the process of associating ideas with the appropriate reasons, according to
the available data” (p. 244) They concluded that argument is the process by which
individuals justify their ideas through the use of persuasive evidence, using that same
evidence to convince others of the soundness of their own ideas (page 244).
Others define argument through the products, goals, or outcomes accomplished as
a result of argument’s use. Voss (2001) referred to argument in term of the goals of
justification, persuasion, ethos, pathos, and logos. Lazere (2006) and Dressman (2007)
implied that argument is the outcome of critical thinking and reading. Argument has also
been defined by describing its functions. Newell et al. (2011) described argument whose
function is to be learned as a set of social practices with a variety of uses across a range
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of different literacy events. While argument is thought about many times in a classroom
as a writing activity, Morasso (2012) extended Newell’s definition of argument as a
social practice by identifying argument as a particular type of communicative interaction.
Further, Yackel (2002) described argument as a function to bring closure to a discussion.
In her discussion of argument in mathematics, she described the conclusion of an
argument as a verification of the claim; however, she also said argument, especially as
collective argument, can be used to “create an opening” for furthering conversations
around a mathematical concept or tool (p. 426).
In addition to multiple definitions, various labels of argument have also been used
throughout the literature to simply define and operationally define argument. From the
beginning of my review of research on argument, I have struggled with a label for
argument because the literature’s references to argument are so diverse. At first, I used
the term argumentative discourse in keeping with some of the earliest literature I located.
For example, Lin and Anderson (2008) described argumentative discourse as a
universally informative and invigorating discourse. As well, Ehrlich and Blum-Kulka
(2010) described argument as argumentative discourse in their research on peer talk in a
“double opportunity space” (p. 212). However, as I continued to explore the literature I
encountered Reznitkaya and colleagues (2001) who described in-class open discussions
that develop reasoned argument as collaborative reasoning; however, collaborative
reasoning was defined as more of a method for promoting collaborative argument.
Exploratory Talk was another label for collaborative argument whose purpose was to
explore and critique different ideas (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008; Nussbaum & Kardash,
2005; Nussbaum, 2011). Nonetheless, while collaborative argument has value in coming
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to a conclusion; its use will not necessarily have all the components defined by Toulmin’s
argument (Nussbaum, 2011).
Other labels for the types and methods for argument in the literature included
Collaborative Cognition (Kuhn & Udell, 2003), Discourse for Learning (Galonics &
Nussbaum, 2008), Reciprocal Dialogues (Block & Duffy, 2008), Social Discourse
Activity (Fenton, 2004), and Dialetical Argument (Nussbaum, 2011). Before moving on
to establish a label and definition for argument in classrooms, I next define what
argument in a K-12 classroom is not because sometimes non-examples define a term as
well as examples when used in a yin and yang (opposite and/or contrary forces
complementing one another) kind of way.
Common Teacher Initial Misconceptions of Argument
Misconceptions about argument as used for discussion and learning abound.
Before the establishment of a definition of argument, I mentioned three common
responses from teachers when asked about argument. To then clarify how argument was
used throughout this study, I discussed what argument for discussion and learning is not.
Because argument can apply across so many disciplines, understanding the boundaries of
its use for the purpose of teaching are important. In this section I discussed several
misconceptions about argument.
Argument is Not Necessarily Debate or Disagreement
While debate is a very valid type of argument and has purpose in formal
argument, it may not yield as great an opportunity for learning and discussion in the
informal operations of the classroom. Debates take on the form of adversarial argument
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in which the goal is to win; in contrast with coming to a place of mutual respect,
understanding, or consensus (Nussbaum, 2011). Collaborative argument has more
learning power than adversarial argument (Nussbaum, 2008). While debate is one form of
argument, the kinds of arguments that take place in classrooms centered on collaborative
argument are more dialectical in nature. Dialectical argument is one process whereby two
or more individuals construct and critique arguments (Nussbaum, 2011) for
understanding, not winning. Nussbaum joined the word dialectical to the word argument
to emphasize Vygotsky’s (1978) notion that “thinking consists of having a dialogue”
(Nussbaum, 2011, p. 444). Argument as dialogue can be used to come to consensus,
understanding, or revised claim-making; not necessarily to win a disagreement.
Argument is Not Formal Logic
Reasoning is the main function of argument (Mercier, 2011b), and while formal
logic uses reasoning, it is very structured and does not lend itself to the process of natural
conversations (Nussbaum, 2003). The process of formal logic strives to remove all
uncertainty from the argument process. In contrast, informal reasoning is reasoning used
in the natural context of discourse (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). Thus, informal
arguments, even when completed, will have a degree of uncertainty from the claim to the
conclusion. Further, informal argument is critiqued by the degree of defeasibility - the
degree to which counter-arguments, rebuttals and qualifiers are addressed in the argument
(Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008).
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Argument is Not About Winning
When the need to win is removed from the process of argument, students are able
to collaborate, elaborate, and explore many ideas and perspectives in relation to
establishing and supporting claims. Argument’s purpose in a classroom should be
focused on information-seeking dialogue (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). The goal of
argument for maximum learning should be consensus, or at the very least a place of
understanding (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). One of best scenarios of the use of
argument as collaboration or understanding is the inclusive argument that emerged in a
study of teachers in South Africa (Scholtz et al., 2007). Inclusive argument can be
defined as bringing my argument and laying it beside your argument, discovering the
inconsistencies in both arguments, and working together to create a completely new
argument (Scholtz et al., 2007). In Southern African, many live by the concept of
Ubuntu; the belief in the humanness of all and that each one is part of the community and
can learn from others. This belief in the value of community was thought to have
contributed to the inclusive argument that emerged during this study. By focusing on
creating new understanding rather than winning, inclusive argument gives collaborating,
rather than opposing, purpose to one another’s arguments.
Operationalizing a Definition of Argument
Grounded Theory is the process of looking across as much as one can that has
been written about a concept or idea and developing a compilation definition of what it is.
When I began this journey, I read a section in Mike Schmoker’s (2006) book, Results
Now, focusing on the lack of argumentative literacy and its importance to education. I
was naïve enough at that time in my PD as a researcher to believe what I read. I thought
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to myself, “Well if argumentative literacy promises to be so important to education, why
don’t I know about it? Why haven’t I ever used it to help my students engage in
learning?” This was my cue to begin reading and researching articles about argument.
Additionally, I bought books that explained how to teach argument in a classroom. I read
authors like Wilhelm (2012), Hillocks (2011), and researchers like Reznitskaya et al.
(2001) and her colleagues (Reznitskaya et al., 2007), trying to piece together a meaning
of argument.
Initially, I defined it as argumentative literacy because that was what Schmoker
(2007), quoting Graff (2003), had called argument. The more I read, the more I realized
that a dissertation could not be about argumentative literacy; the term itself was very
illusive to define and too broad a focus for a dissertation. My next term in my evolution
of understanding was argumentative discourse, until I realized that the use of the word
discourse implied I was striving to shine a microscope on discourse analysis through my
searching. Conversely, my purpose was to find a term and a definition that meant the
kinds of back and forth real conversations students might engage in that promote critical
thinking, sound reasoning, and increased concept development. I knew I was getting
closer to the term I wanted to use when I read Williams’ and McEnerney’s (2008)
description of argument as “a serious and focused conversation among people who are
intensely interested in getting to the bottom of things cooperatively.”
From these experiences and reflections, I finally realized the term I needed to use
was simply argument. While there is much writing and research about argument in
writing, the term argument kept bringing me back to the conversations that should be
happening in classrooms to develop students’ understanding and help students become
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critical readers, writers, listeners, and thinkers. Therefore, argument, when used
throughout this study, was considered a discussion practice with a three-pronged purpose:
as a strategy for rich, authentic conversations; a best practice for promoting authenticity
of learning; and a literacy skill across content areas.
Benefits of Argument
Argument is a multi-faceted discussion strategy that can be used for many
purposes and outcomes. For example, argument can be confrontational, collaborative, or
exploratory. Another example is argument as debate. While debate is certainly a type of
argument, debate requires a more formal structure than the kind of conversational
discussions produced in classroom argument. Argument in the classroom has the power
to increase dialogical conversing about content, expose misconceptions of principles,
ignite creativity for problem-solving, and extend meaning and understanding of both
sides of an issue. It can also be considered as the act of engaging in conversations
through making and evaluating claims, providing or finding supports for those claims,
and drawing or scrutinizing conclusions based on counter-claims, more evidence, and
looking for discrepancies. Additionally, argument is one of the evidences of critical
thinking, critical listening, and critical reading. Through authentic discussions,
participants learn to listen and think critically about topics in terms of logical outcomes
based on reliable justifications found through critical reading.
Throughout this review, evidence of opportunities for critical thinking, concept
development, and meta-cognition were looked at as necessary components as well as
probable outcomes of argument. The process of argument brings the processes of
reasoning and informal logic into the classroom. Argument provides an opportunity to
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develop the life-long habits of mind that promote an informed citizenry who can actively
contribute to the continuance of a democratic society.
Theoretical Perspectives Related to Argument
Many perspectives for thinking about argument exist. It is truly a broad term and
can apply in a multitude of situations. For the purposes of this study, I looked at argument
through the theoretical perspectives related to socio-cognition. Social interaction,
cognition, and even social conflict theory are discussed as they relate to argument.
Argument Promotes Social Interaction
Vygotsky (1987) had a somewhat revolutionary idea that thought did not begin in
the mind or in the egocentric behaviors of a child. He challenged Piaget’s notion of the
day and offered this new idea that children learn from social engagement. Rather than
thoughts developing in the minds of children and then becoming verbal mutterings of
their understandings, Vygotsky suggested that children gathered thoughts from their
social interactions. The social interactions with others fed the fertile ground of children’s
minds to perpetuate the development of thought, which in turn became social again in the
sharing process of what they learned.
Rather than a linear progression such as internal thoughts giving way to external
verbalizations, Vygotsky (1987) believed children learn to think through social
interaction that gives way to personal thought, which returned to social interaction for
confirming knowledge, thought patterns, and communication. Vygotsky believed that
only through social interaction of argument could the individual child develop his own
personal reasoning skills (Vygotsky, 1987). Kuhn (2005) interpreted Vygotsky to mean
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that through dialogue with others, we “externalize” what we want to develop in the
“internal thinking” of children. The spoken dialogue will internalize to become the
internal dialogue for decision-making (Gillies & Khan, 2009; Reznitskaya et al., 2001).
Through social interaction, our understanding changes. An example of this change was in
one study of collaborative reasoning [a strategy for argument where students reasoned
with one another until they came to a place of agreement about a claim] in which
students' acquisition of argument skills increased (Reznitskaya et al., 2001). The
students’ talk with one another and opportunity for social interaction increased their
ability to use argument skills. From this study, one could conclude that students learn
when they talk based on teachers putting them in the right talking situations.
Argument Promotes Cognition
Cognition, in its most basic form, is the mental processes that take place in
gaining and understanding information. Cognition requires one to use past experiences,
knowledge, and perceptions to make judgments about how to store, retrieve, and use
information, old and new (P21: Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2007). Cognition
is the schemata for which one makes sense of, retrieves, and stores information and is
needed in order to measure one’s dispositions to think (Nussbaum & Kardash, 2005).
Dispositions to think involve metacognition as the process by which one thinks about
how he is thinking (Kuhn, 2005; Kuhn & Dean, 2004; Nussbaum & Kardash, 2005).
Argument provides many opportunities for the development of mental processes that
support understanding, knowledge acquisition, and knowledge retrieval. In addition,
argument requires those engaged in the argument process to think about their own
thinking, how they know what they know, how that knowledge came to be, and if that
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knowledge needs to be refined in some way. “Being conscious of one’s cognitive and
social functioning is viewed as fundamental for generating well-reasoned arguments, as it
permits ongoing evaluation of both processes and products of thinking” (Reznitskaya et
al., 2012). Nussbaum noted the more students are engaged in their own thinking about
thinking, the more complex their elaborated arguments become (Nussbaum & Kardash,
2005).
Argument Promotes Socio-Cognition
Socio-cognition is a fusion of social learning theory and cognition theory. The
premise of this fusion is that social interaction is needed; however, it must be partnered
with structured cognitive demands as well as social interaction for maximum learning (de
Rosnay & Hughes, 2006). Many times, the social interactions taking place in classrooms
yield no cognitive returns because teachers have not done the groundwork, or they may
not understand how important their jobs as facilitators can be to the scaffolding of student
performance in relation to argument. For example, a person can be in a room with
surgical instruments all day long. His peers can then join him in the room. At the end of
the day, he will not be able to complete a successful operation, yet students are asked to
do this every day with the skills of successful argument. Elements of argument are
presented in classroom discussions; however, the skills needed to use those elements are
often not specifically modeled and taught. When this occurs, students have been given
unclear, directives for interaction and learning. No wonder they never move past making
a claim and supporting it with a few warrants. Students must be taught. Cognition, which
implies a schema for gaining understanding, enriches the social nature of argument.

51

Students must be supported. Argument is not only a socially intertwining activity, but it
must be a cognitively engaging one as well (Lin & Anderson, 2008).
Socio-cognitive conflict theory. We learn best when we have different
perspectives represented within a group (Chui, 2008; Nussbaum, 2005). Reznitskaya et
al. (2012) describe this process as pebbles in the ocean rubbing against each other until
they become something different from their original shape. Through the conflict of
“rubbing against each other” in argument, students begin to change and evolve in their
thinking through their dialogic interactions with peers. Socio-cognitive conflict theory
embraces the idea that two wrongs make a right (Ames & Murray, 1982). When
participants bring two wrong assumptions to the table, their work on two wrong
conflicting theories provides an opportunity for more learning and more growth as they
discover that their conflicting theories are wrong, and together they begin to develop a
new claim that neither owned previously. Conflict can create synergy around a new
claim; better and more lasting learning is the product of this phenomenon (Galonics &
Nussbaum, 2008; Schwarz, Neuman, & Biezuner, 2000).
Why Use Argument?
From the literature, standards, and best practices regarding argument, many
reasons exist for the use of argument in the teaching process, from the K-12 classroom to
the university setting. Voss (2001) mentions argument is found in all contexts, and
because of the ubiquity of argument throughout contexts and disciplines, commonalities
and unique characteristics of argument in all contexts are reasons enough to understand
how to use argument. Additionally, though argument is a natural skill for people, even to
children (Mercer & Sams, 2006), it is not a skill that improves in complexity over time.
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Therefore, the use of argument should be taught in academic settings because argument
equips students with authentic real-world skills like the ability to critically evaluate
public claims and evidence; to understand that knowledge is not static, but rather
dynamic, and is ever changing; and to embrace disagreement to avoid premature
consensus on a matter (Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003; Voss, 2001). In the remainder of
this section I discuss how argument should be used because of its impact on increased
knowledge, increased conceptual learning, meta-cognition, and motivation for student
achievement. Then I discuss how argument develops skills for authentic literacy.
Argument’s Impact on Student Achievement
The use of argument can have a positive impact on student achievement in several
ways. Argument develops increased knowledge, conceptual learning, meta-cognition, and
increased motivation. The value of argument in the classroom provides purpose for the
study of social, cultural and subject domains, as well as increasing concept and theory
development for students (Braund, Scholtz, Sadeck, & Koopman, 2012; Voss, 2001).
Engagement in argument invites students to develop a deeper understanding of content
through the defense of their own claims and the scrutiny of others’ claims. In this process
of scrutiny, students are purposefully and actively learning to evaluate the worth of data,
engage in reasoning, and apply evaluative skills to misconceptions (Braund et al., 2012;
Chinn & Anderson, 1998; Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003). Epistemological understanding
as well as metacognitive skills help students to think about their own thinking (Voss,
2001).
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Develops conceptual learning. Increase in conceptual learning is a goal for
students that can be hard to achieve; however, several studies contribute evidence to
support the increased conceptual learning for students who are engaged in argument
(Asterhan & Schwarz, 2007; Clark et al., 2003; Clark & Hernandez, 2011; Hidi et al.,
2002; Kuhn & Crowell, 2011; Mercier, 2011b; Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003; Nussbaum
& Kardash, 2005; Saracaloglu et al., 2011, Yackel, 2002). Vygotsky (1987) noticed that
engagement in argument increased students’ conceptual learning, changed their thoughts,
and deepened their understanding. It became part of them, embedded into their schema of
thinking. Vygotsky’s ideas of social interaction through argument are further supported
by research where the activity of exchanging perspectives on an issue – particularly when
students are engaged in indirect dialogue – is very similar to learning and knowledge
building (Coffin, Hewings & North, 2012; Ravenscroft & McAlister, 2008; Ravenscroft,
Wegerif, & Hartley, 2007). In his discussions of conceptual learning through argument,
Nussbaum connects the activities surrounding argument to Cognitive Elaboration Theory.
Cognitive Elaboration Theory suggests that the more students are able to talk and
elaborate upon their learning of concepts, the more their deeper learning is stimulated
(Golanics & Nussbaum, 2008).
As students engage in talk, elaboration, and deeper learning, their intellectual
capacities or cognitive competence are developed (Clark & Hernandez, 2011; Hidi et al.,
2002; Kuhn & Crowell, 2011; Mercier, 2011b; Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003; Nussbaum
& Kardash, 2005; Nussbaum & Sinatra, 2003). This cognitive competence development
through the use of argument in turn brings about the desired outcomes of conceptual
change in science (Lin, et al., 2012), understanding of mathematical concepts (Mueller,
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Yankelewitz, & Maher, 2012), mathematical problem solving, and comprehension of
historical events (Gillies & Khan, 2009; Nussbaum, 2008; Nussbaum, 2011). In-depth
knowledge gained in argument sets students up for connections to future learning
(Yackel, 2002). Argument aims to enable students to acquire the skill of “knowing”, not
only knowing what the event is but how that event is connected to or its relationship with
other events, why it is important, and how the world is seen from this perspective. It also
allows for social interaction for the purpose of knowledge construction (Galonics &
Nussbaum, 2008; Saracaloglu et al., 2011). A final advantage of argument in increased
conceptual understanding is that it is not a temporary increase, but rather, engagement in
critical argument increases conceptual knowledge and helps students to maintain that
knowledge over time (Asterhan & Schwarz, 2007; Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008).
Students do not learn information for a test (and forget it later), but they own the
information. It becomes a part of their conceptual understanding of their world.
Develops meta-cognition. Meta-cognition is mentioned in many publications
about argument. The process of knowing that one knows, and thinking about one’s own
thinking are essential for argument to occur (Felton & Kuhn, 2003; Ford, 2012; Lazere,
2006; Nussbaum, 2003; Schwartz, 2009). Meta-cognition provides opportunities for deep
reflection of one’s own understandings. Through those deep reflections, self-awareness
and self-assessment become a part of this process. One of the goals of argument is to
make thinking clear (Yackel, 2002). Through meta-cognition, the goal of making
thinking clear can begin to be realized. Because the participant’s engagement in these
meta-cognitive processes gives personal insight to how one thinks, meta-cognition can
also support motivation for further involvement. As the student thinks about her own
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thinking, an empowering process begins to develop. Meta-cognition encourages deep
reflection, and deep reflection can only be accomplished through thinking about thinking
(Felton & Kuhn, 2003; Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003). Through the use of argument, selfawareness is continually developed and strengthened, as self-evaluation becomes part of
the process.
Develops increased motivation. As self-awareness becomes more acute, thinking
about thinking increases intrinsic motivation (Mason & Scirica, 2006; Nussbaum &
Bendixen, 2003). Through argument, the self-aware student becomes empowered. Selfassessment becomes more and more reliable through the self-awareness developed during
deep reflection needed for meta-cognition. Meta-cognition, the process of thinking about
thinking, knowing that one knows or does not know is important in the process of
argument (Kuhn, 2005). Three types of knowing (i.e., epistemological understanding)
include absolutists, in which knowledge consists of facts; multiplist or relativist, in which
knowledge is regarded as opinion; and evaluativist, in which claims and support are
acknowledged (Voss, 2001). All three types of knowing are needed to critique arguments,
develop arguments, and engage in arguments. Thus, argument has been shown to be
motivating and engaging for students (Chinn, 2006; Hidi et al., 2002).
Another reason argument is motivating is that its use creates disequilibrium in
students. According to Piaget (1981), when a student’s knowing has been put into
imbalance, he is motivated to go in search of information to put his knowing in balance.
The nature of argument requires the consideration of counter-arguments, rebuttals,
multiple perspectives, and possibilities beyond fixed understanding. In Chinn’s (2006)
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study, students were motivated and engaged in finding answers, verifying and revising
claims, and providing rebuttals to make sense of their learning. Thus, argument arouses
students’ interest through creating crisis of information and gives them motivation to
search for information, data, and reasons that support their claims.
Additionally, argument should be taught in schools because it is highly
motivational for students in that it builds upon the personal interactions in dialogic
discussions and group learning (Braund et al., 2012). Students are more empowered by
active engagement and increased curiosity in the development of their own arguments,
becoming owners of their own learning through the dialogic discussion nature of
argument (Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003). In addition, lack of motivation can impede an
increase in rigorous lesson planning, engagement, and instruction. With the use of
argument, motivation is increased because students are actively constructing their own
knowledge with a hands-on, minds-on approach.
Inner Workings of Argument for Increased Student Achievement
The skills needed for effective argument are like the tiny components inside a
clock that make it work. All one sees when she looks at a clock are the hands moving to
keep time. However, one glance inside the clock reveals a myriad of screws, gadgets,
springs, and levers that work in harmony. Like the skilled inner workings of a clock,
sound reasoning, critical thinking, and valuing evidence are the nuts, bolts, and screws of
argument that make it work effectively.
Sound reasoning. Reasoning is dialogical, and oral argument promotes
opportunity for individual sound reasoning. Those engaged in argument must hear the
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opposing voices within their heads to reason through different perspectives (Reznitskaya
et al., 2001). The conversation in one’s head operates in a back-and-forth manner to map
out reasoning. Reasoned argument lies at the heart of everyday thinking and decisionmaking (Kuhn, 1991); therefore, the more students can increase their ability to argue with
sound reasoning, the more they will be able to make better decisions in the classroom and
in life.
Yackel (2002) did a study in which the emphasis was not on the claims, but
rather, on the reasoning students used to support claims made by students or by the
instructor. This emphasis on reasoning provided an impetus for more sophisticated
arguments supported in more logical ways. When students engaged in multiple ways to
reason, their ability to reason significantly increased. When required to make reasoning
clear, students can reveal their own faulty reasoning, muddled thinking, or an incomplete
analysis (Lin & Anderson, 2008). Reasoning is made clear through conversation outside
the conversation in one’s head. Conversing with partners, peers, or even instructors
promotes clear thought patterns to help produce sound reasoning.
Critical thinking. Critical thinking and argument are closely defined. Critical
thinking is more about the mental processes one engages in to produce quality arguments.
(Saracaloglu et al., 2011). The cycle of critical thinking skills and argument has been
stated as necessary to compose and critique arguments (Ford, 2012; Genc, 2008; Gillies
& Khan, 2008; Grosser & Lombard, 2008; Joiner & Jones, 2003; Lazere, 2006; Mason &
Scirica, 2006; Mercier, 2011c; Yenice, 2011). Grosser and Lombard (2008) refer to
Epstein (2006) as defining critical thinking as the process by which a claim, its argument,
and argument development can be identified, deemed as good, and used. Genc (2008)
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describes critical thinking as recognizing one’s own thinking processes, recognizing and
identifying thinking processes in others, and using that awareness in real life. Critical
thinking can also be defined as the ability to gain, access, and use knowledge
appropriately, or logical and reflective thinking whose purpose is decision making (Genc,
2008). Gelder (2005) compares this specialized skill of critical thinking to the highly
specialized skill of ballet. In the way that everyone can dance, but only the most highly
trained can engage in ballet, he says, all humans can think in patterns and narratives, but
only through training in the many skills that constitute the higher order skill of critical
thinking can humans engage in critical thinking.
Because thinking critically is a defense against the bombardment of the
information age in which there is so much information and too many people trying to
convince us, critical thinking should be one of the goals of education (Grosser &
Lombard, 2008). Dewey (1933) referred to critical thinking as reflective thinking in
which doubt arises about something and a pursuit of a resolution occurs. Argument is a
form of critical thinking (Braund et al., 2012; Joiner & Jones, 2003). Argument is a core
part of critical thinking. Through argument, critical thinking can be taught, practiced, and
improved (Gelder, 2005; Kuhn, 2005). Critical thinking and argument are cyclical in that
thinking critically can produce argument which produces more critical thinking which
will in turn produce argument and so on. When one is thinking critically about
communication he receives through any variety of media, he forms claims and critically
evaluates the information he receives for further action or decision-making.
Valuing evidence. The natural tendency in valuing evidence is to value evidence
that supports your particular belief system. We ignore or avoid evidence that might
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weaken our own arguments; however, good arguments do not avoid any evidence. The
use of argument requires participants to think critically about evidence and monitor their
own biases. For example, “Data and evidence are fundamental to argument….and
arguments must be based on data” (Sadler, 2005, p. 337). Sadler (2005) suggested that
“careful evaluation of evidence and competing inference based on that evidence is
important to argumentation” (p. 331). Because argument involves the process of
anticipating counter arguments and gathering evidence related to counter-arguments and
evidence related to rebuttals of those counter-arguments, valuing evidence takes on new
meaning for engagement in argument. The “centrality of wide evidence…uses evidence
to strengthen claims” (Sadler, 2005, p. 336). Through the process of valuing evidence,
one must become willing to adjust or change her claim based upon the validity and
strength of evidence (Gelder, 2005).
When claims must be formulated on evidence, supported by evidence, sustained
by evidence, and refuted by evidence, evidence becomes a valued, meaningful source for
the argument. The development of argument must look at evidence and decide how much
evidence is needed, the strength of the evidence used, and what kind of evidence is
needed for a particular argument in a particular situation or discipline (Hornikx & Hahn,
2012). Rigotti and Morasso (2009) stated that the “faithful adherence to evidence is one
of the fundamental components of critical commitment” to argument (p. 12). Research
transforms from a dull, dry activity to an adventure in digging for the treasures of
evidence for the argument. Kuhn and Crowell (2011) noted a greater awareness of the
relevance of data in students when data was used as evidence for argument. Rigotti and
Morasso (2009) connected reasoning to evidence when they wrote, “Reasoning must be
60

connected to incontestable evidence” (p. 17). Kuhn (1989, as cited in Rapanta, GarciaMila, & Gilabert, 2013) connected evidence to theory as well as analysis when she said,
“coordination of theory and evidence with argument is the link between data and
analysis” (p. 488). Evidence moves the participants in an argument toward
understanding, if not agreement, especially as evidence is used to revise and qualify
claims (Wiley & Voss, 1999).
Facilitating Argument
If, in fact, argument has so many advantages in the classroom, it stands to reason
that teachers must know what argument is and how to be able to facilitate its many uses.
Keeping in mind that one of the main functions of the educational system in the United
States is the preparation of a citizenry to promote democracy, the benefits of argument
are needed in all content areas. In a democratic society, the ability to compose and
critique arguments is paramount to the successful, meaningful participation of its citizens
(Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). Beyond the need for argument in democracy, groups use
argument for decision-making, and individuals use argument to chart career choices,
where to live, and what to do. The use of argument in the classroom provides real-life
skill sets that help students with critical thinking and logical decision making, reducing
the practice of ill-reasoned decision making (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008; Zhang et al.,
2016) . In this section, I first discuss the types of argument teachers must facilitate. I
further expound on types of argument by connecting them with what argument looks like
across disciplines. Next, I discuss the by-products developed through argument as it is
implemented in classrooms. Finally, I explain what is needed for effective teacher
facilitation of argument.
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Types of Argument
It is important for teachers to understand the types of argument, the best
arguments for the disciplines they are teaching, and the purposes for argument in their
classrooms (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). Interactive, informal arguments should be the
goal of a classroom. In these interactive, informal arguments, students can exercise logic
and reasoning without the formal format of the debate. Arguments can take the form of
debates or be adversarial in nature; however, they can also be collaborative where
participants are working together to construct and critique different arguments – an
important consideration because many students do not like to disagree with one another
(Nussbaum & Kardash, 2005). In this section, I present some of the main types of
argument used in the literature I have reviewed.
Collaborative argument. Collaborative argument has been studied by Anderson
and others since the late 1990’s. Their work documents that collaborative engagement
over time increases the capacity for rationality in individuals (Anderson et al., 1998;
Chinn & Anderson, 1998; Geil, 1998; Reznitskaya et al., 2012; Waggoner, Chinn &
Anderson, 1995; Zhang et al., 2016). Collaborative reasoning is also a process by which
students learn to engage in the discourse of reasoned argument (Edwards, Jones, Higgs,
Trede & Jensen, 2004; Kumpulainen & Kaartinen, 2003). However, reasoned argument is
not the process of coming to consensus through collaboration, but rather participation in
reflective judgment (Reznitskaya et al., 2001). Students have the freedom and the
opportunity to explore positions rather than be confined to one perspective, as is required
from them in formal debate (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008).
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While collaborative argument may increase the capacity for rationality, it is not
dialectical argument in which anti-theses are considered. The goal of collaborative
argument is for students to work collaboratively to explore and critique ideas (Galonics &
Nussbaum, 2008). Student-generated explanations are an important part of collaborative
discourse and have more power in learning of concepts than receiving explanations or
simply providing answers to questions (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008; Gillies & Khan,
2009; Kaartinen & Kumpulainen, 2002). While these student explanations are important,
they do not constitute argument. They are only a part of the process of collaborative
argument. When explanations in and of themselves come to a conclusion, they are
accepted as validated, unlike arguments whose conclusions may still be suspect (Galonics
& Nussbaum, 2008).
Collaborative student discourse can be defined in its simplest terms as “reflective
discussions among students about academic content (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008, p.
348)." These oral discussions are most powerful when co-constructive (Nussbaum &
Bendixen, 2003). An argument framework in which validity of evidence, reasonable
claims, and sound justifications are used to analyze the collaborative discourse justifies
collaborative discourse as argument. However, not all collaborative discourse is
argument, just as not all argument is collaborative discourse (Galonics & Nussbaum,
2008). Elaborative discourse is a term that is paired with critical discourse to describe the
type of argument that seems to produce the most benefit for concept development and
meaningful discussion among students. Elaborative discourse is the process of making
sense among ideas, between ideas, and prior knowledge – the process of elaborating on
the data, claims, warrants, and reasons around an argument. Elaborative discourse is
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about making connections (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). Argument that involves
collaboration and exploration of ideas promotes deep and elaborative learning (Nussbaum
& Kardash, 2005; Scholtz et al., 2008).
Collective argument. Collective argument has been used to refer to the type of
argument in which two or more individuals work together to create a claim
(Krummheuer, 1995). Yackel (2002) calls this collective argument an interactional
accomplishment. In collective argument, the participants actually sift through warrants,
backing, and data to establish a collective claim, rather than coming to the table with two
differing claims. Collective argument works well in mathematics where small group to
whole class reasoning is needed to solve problems.
Collective argument might be what the South Africans call an Ubuntu argument.
In African culture, the philosophy of “Ubuntu” is taught. Ubuntu means that from the
collective we, we learn and develop as the collective I. “I am because we are” (Mbiti,
1990, p. 106). Ubuntu encourages unconditional collective (1) contribution, (2) solidarity,
(3) acceptance, and (4) consensus. Young people are taught “collective social, economic,
spiritual and political stewardship” (Scholtz et al., 2008, p. 31). They are taught to seek
“collective interdependence and not individual independence” (Scholtz et al., 2008, p.
31). These can be seen as contradictions to the nature of argument; however, collective
argument incorporates the skills of argument while respecting the notion of “Ubuntu”
(Grosser & Lombard, 2008, p. 1368).
Dialogical argument. In a dialogic classroom, students and teachers use reasoned
discourse to collaboratively construct knowledge. This is “active student engagement in
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solving meaningful problems within realistic, personally relevant contexts" (Reznitskaya
et al., 2012, p. 288). In dialogical argument, students are meaning makers, more so than
teachers are meaning dispensers. Students deliberate new understandings in communities
of practice that flow with interaction. This flow is directly related to the back-and-forth
conversations between group members. It is important that authority is shared among
group members who interact with one another; it is not owned by the teacher. Students
take ownership, navigating the classroom community for meaningful discussion
(Reznitskaya et al., 2012). Dialogical argument may best be described as argument that is
not monological between teacher and individual student (O’Connors & Michaels, 2007).
Thus, dialogical argument is a discursive exchange of ideas amongst students (Ehrlich,
2017; Ehrlich & Blum-Kulka, 2010).
Structured argument. Structured argument is more monologic in nature. In a
structured argument, each person comes to the argument with a claim, structured
warrants, supports, anticipated counter-arguments, and prepared rebuttals. However,
rather than a flow of natural conversation, claims are presented in a more speech-like
atmosphere – more like a debate (Ehrlich & Blum-Kulka, 2010). Generally, structured
argument does not lend itself to authentic classroom discussions and meaningful, studentled conversations. Structured argument is also adversarial in nature (Retznitskaya et al.,
2007).
Conflicting argument. Conflicting argument differs from collaborative argument
in that students make claims on sides of an issue. Conflicting argument is an informal
demonstration of the formalized debate. Participants may boldly take a stand and commit
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to persuasion more than truth-finding or understanding. While conflicting or adversarial
argument tends to produce better support for argument than other types of argument
(Nussbaum & Kardash, 2005), the rudeness that includes confronting others’ claims in a
forward and confrontational style is less effective that “polite disagreement” (Galonics &
Nussbaum, 2008) in promoting argument and open classroom discussion. Students who
may already have an aggressive disposition can benefit from conflicting argument;
however, many students, and even many cultures, do not promote the idea of being
confrontational, so the benefits of conflicting argument may be limited in a classroom
setting.
Evaluative argument. Evaluative argument occurs in the everyday events of life
as well as the more complex task of evaluating a new protocol against a set of standards
(Lunsford et al., 2007). When engaging in evaluative argument, people, places, positions,
and even scientific theories (Coffin et al., 2012) are judged by a set criteria, or accepted
set of standards. Once one has identified a set of standards, she then engages in argument
based upon the criteria of the evaluation compared to the set of standards (Lunsford et al.,
2007). For example, if evaluating the qualities of a good leader and making a claim about
who would be a good leader, a set of standards must be identified before a good leader
can be chosen. Once the standard has been set, then the argument of whether someone is
a good leader can be evaluated (Clark & Hernandez, 2011; Lunsford et al., 2007).
Evidential argument. Evidential argument is argument revisited and revised
through the gathering of previous evidence or the discovery of new evidence. Evidential
argument can be very useful in critically reading arguments. For example, evidential
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argument occurs when the warrants and reasons that support an argument are scrutinized.
Evidential argument is well-suited to scientific argument (Saracaloglu et al., 2011)
because data collected as evidence and theories embraced to support the evidence are
always being further proven or negated. When evidential argument is used, the
participants are looking for strong connections between evidence collected and claims
made based on that evidence. Evidential argument also calls into question or scrutiny the
quality of the evidence, the validity of the evidence, and the safeness or degree of
assumption about the evidence (Lunsford et al., 2007; Smith et al., 2012).
One of the most important tasks for teachers is to understand in which type of
argument they want students to be engaged. Each type of argument has a specific
purpose, a specific set of criteria, and a specific desired outcome. These types of
argument become even more significant as one thinks about argument across disciplines.
While critical thinking as argument goes across content areas, each discipline requires
different types of argument based upon the expected outcomes and criteria for acceptable
evidence.
Discipline Specific Argument: Connections across Content Areas
Newell et al. (2011) call for an identification of the similarities and differences in
argument in each discipline. Each discipline has different purposes for argument. As just
discussed, argument can be constructed in many different ways. Argument purposes will
affect the type of argument used in each discipline (Nussbaum, 2008).
Walton’s argument of inquiry best meets the challenges of argument in science.
His arguments of persuasion, negotiation, and deliberation would be of great value in
social studies. Information-seeking and eristic arguments would serve the purposes of
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ELA. Math argument focuses on reasoning and proof so again the argument of inquiry
would be the goal. Not only does Walton (1998) identify specific purposes for his six
types of argument, but ELACCSS, Appendix A (2010) also identifies the specifics types
of data or evidence needed for argument in the content areas of ELA, history/social
studies, and science. In the opening paragraph to define argument, Appendix A reads,
In English language arts, students make claims about the worth or meaning of a
literary work or works. They defend their interpretations or judgments with
evidence from the text(s) they are writing about. In history/social studies, students
analyze evidence from multiple primary and secondary sources to advance a
claim that is best supported by the evidence, and they argue for a historically or
empirically situated interpretation. In science, students make claims in the form of
statements or conclusions that answer questions or address problems. Using data
in a scientifically acceptable form, students marshal evidence and draw on their
understanding of scientific concepts to argue in support of their claims (p. 23)
*italics added
According to ELACCSS, Appendix A, each content area makes different types of claims
based on different types of data as evidence.
Science. Argument is more developed in science than in other disciplines.
Scientific argument is the “capacity to think about a scientific topic like a scientist by
expressing and discussing thoughts in a written or oral form” (Saracaloglu et al. 2011, p.
244). Students develop the capacity to question scientific knowledge, which is always
changing (Saracaloglu et al., 2011). They are also expected to “use their knowledge of
science to evaluate others’ arguments or to form their own arguments to effect change in
68

their environments” (Roth & Barton, 2004 as cited by Wilson, 2011, p. 439). These types
of arguments may be called evaluative arguments (arguing as compared to a set of
standards) and persuasive arguments (calling for a change in action).
Students must develop the skills of analyzing scientific arguments, engage in
scientific explanations, and critically evaluate multiple perspectives (Kaartinen &
Kumpulainen, 2002; Saracaloglu et al., 2011). Conceptual understanding, research skills,
and understanding scientific epistemology are the goals of scientific argument
(Saracaloglu et al., 2011). In science, argument is used through the paradigm of socioconflict theory. In the midst of conflict, individual student misconceptions can be
exposed and increased learning take place (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). When deep
processing of content takes place, student retention and understanding is greater.
Argument is a device that requires deep processing of content (Nussbaum &
Kardash, 2005). Even in the kindergarten standards of the NGSS(NGSS Lead States,
2013), students are required to “construct an argument supported by evidence for how
plants and animals (including humans) can change the environments to meet their needs”
(p. 36). Another example of argument in the NGSS (NGSS Lead States, 2013) is a
second-grade standard that asks students to demonstrate understanding by “constructing
an argument with evidence that some changes caused by heating or cooling can be
reversed and some cannot” (p. 45).
Mathematics. Argument looks different in mathematicss compared to science;
however, it is addressed in the research literature more in mathematics than in social
studies or ELA. Argument in math does not follow the formula for formal argument. It
lends itself to informal, collaborative argument (Chiu, 2008; Krummheuer, 2007). The
69

use of collective argument can place the teacher in the role of clarification of
mathematical content within the students’ process of creating claims with supporting
evidence (Yackel, 2002). Reaching agreement on a claim is a typical function of
collective argument in a mathematics classroom (Yackel, 2002). Sometimes argument is
used in mathematics as a way to create an opening for new understandings or new
mathematical concepts (Yackel, 2002). In mathematical arguments, evidence is labeled as
proofs (Morasso, 2012).
The support for the use of argument is substantial throughout the National
Council of Teachers of Mathematics' document, Professional Standards Executive
Summary. It states that all students, Pre-K – grade 12 should be able to “recognize
reasoning and proof as fundamental aspects of mathematics, make and investigate
mathematical conjectures, develop and evaluate mathematical arguments and proofs, and
select and use various types of reasoning and methods of proof” (National Council of the
Teachers of Mathematics, Commission on Teaching Standards for School Mathematics,
1991, p. 4). An example of this kind of argument is given by Wilson (2011) when she
describes argument as a way for students to “analyze mathematical justifications, such as
the argument that their school scored poorly or well on a standardized test” (p. 442).
Social studies. Argument in social studies has strong ties to responsible citizenry
and civic responsibility. Love (2000) worked with adolescents to increase their reasoning
through literary response so that they could become better decision-makers for civic
responsibility. Schwartz (2009) suggested that more research be conducted that focused
on the civic development for a democratic society through argument. Dimension three of
the Three C’s Framework for social studies requires students to “analyze information and
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come to conclusions in an inquiry. These skills focus on gathering and evaluating
sources, and then developing claims and using evidence to support those claims” (NCSS,
2013, p. 53). The standards for dimension three, “Evaluating Sources and Using
Evidence” requires elementary students to “evaluate the credibility of a source” and to
also “evaluate the credibility of a source according to experts in the field”. In the upper
elementary, students should be able to demonstrate an ability to “identify evidence from
multiple sources” and “use evidence to develop claims” (p. 54). In middle school, the use
of counterclaims is added to this process, and by the end of grade 12, students should be
able to identify “inconsistencies in evidence”, and “refine claims and counterclaims
attending to precision”.
NCSS published the National Curriculum Standards for Social Studies in 2010.
The NCSS (2010) states in these standards, “The primary purpose of social studies is to
help young people make informed and reasoned decisions for the public good as citizens
of a culturally diverse, democratic society in an interdependent world” (NCSS, 2013, p.
9). While the word “argument” is not specifically stated, the skills of argument are
implied. Also in the skills considered as essential to social studies, students are expected
to


Locate, analyze, critique and use appropriate data (p. 163).



Evaluate sources for validity and credibility and to detect bias, propaganda, and
censorship (p. 163).



Articulate and construct reasoned arguments from diverse perspectives and
frames of reference (p. 163).
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Participate in persuading, compromising, debating, and negotiating in the
resolution of conflicts and differences (p.166).



Dialogue with others who have different perspectives (p. 166).



Assess the merits of competing arguments, and make reasoned decisions that
include consideration of the values within alternative policy recommendations (p.
170).



Apply value-based reasoning when addressing problems and issues through
discussions, debate, the use of authentic documents, simulations, research, and
other occasions for critical thinking and decision-making (p. 170).
English/Language Arts. In ELA, argument is used in literary analysis, and to

reflect on the actions of characters, the purpose of authors, and the meanings of literature
to time periods, audiences, and social causes. Argument in the literature is addressed
many times in relation to argumentative writing. However, the use of argument to
promote discussion, come to consensus, or collaborate for the sake of deeper
understanding or conceptual change has been researched very little. Hillocks (2011) as
well as Reznitskaya and colleagues (e.g., Reznitskaya et al., 2008; Reznitskaya et al.,
2012; Reznitskaya & Gregory, 2013; Reznitskaya et al., 2009) have been at the forefront
of the research community in looking at argument as a skill to promote logic, reasoning,
and authentic classroom dialogue. Retznitskaya has conducted most of her research
around the use of argument in elementary English/language arts classrooms (e.g.,
Retznitskaya et al., 2007; Reznitskaya et al., 2012; Reznitskaya & Gregory, 2013). The
NCTE states in explanation of standard 3,
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One of the most important functions of English language arts instruction is to
help students learn to interpret texts…and to evaluate texts, that is to use critical
thinking to identify particular text elements, such as logic, emotional appeal and
purpose. As students interpret and evaluate texts, they explore their own feelings,
values, and responses to the ideas presented (NCTE, p. 23).
The CCSS also strongly encourages argument throughout the standards. Examples
include argument in literature, the use of informational texts for evidence, writing, and
speaking and listening standards. The use of informational texts is significant because
teachers sometimes have a problem using informational texts for authentic purposes
(Ness, 2011). Appendix A of the ELACCSS offers explanation for the importance of
argument in the ELA classroom, quoting Graff (2003) when he encourages the classroom
teacher to “teach the conflicts”, reminding the reader that the student who is ready for
college and careers as adults will be able to reason, use logic, and value evidence – all
characteristics and outcomes of good argument (p. 24).
Looking at the functions, skills, and different ways for which argument can be
approached and called throughout all content areas, teachers have an important
responsibility to understand argument, know strategies and skills to teach their students,
and provide many rich opportunities for the inclusion of argument in their classrooms.
The continued, on-going exposure for students to engage in argument is critical as
demonstrated in the results of a study by Joiner and Jones (2003), which indicated more
time on task in the skills of argument yielded greater improvement in argument for
students.
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By-Products of Argument
The use of argument creates opportunity for several skills to develop. Three of
those skills, or by-products, of argument include critical analysis, productive dialogic
conversations, and the ability to embrace conflicts. In this section, I discuss critica l
analysis through the development of critical thinking. Then I discuss what productive
dialogic conversations are and how to develop them through argument. Finally, I discuss
the importance and benefits of embracing conflicts for improved student achievement
through argument.
Critical Thinking
As participants in argument learn to formulate, defend, and scrutinize each other's
viewpoints, they are developing the skill of critical analysis through the act of reasoned
argument and an argument schema (Reznitskaya et al., 2012). Through critical analysis,
the skills of critical thinking come into play (Black, 2004). Critical thinking is the process
of making inferences and identifying probabilities. Critical thinking also includes the
recognition of reasonable assumptions, interpretations of arguments, and evaluation
(White & Hargrove, 1996). When students think critically, they are summarizing through
relating topics to their own knowledge base, elaborating through giving examples to
clarify and support their ideas or others, and making connections between related topics
or related evidence (Black, 2005). When teachers create a situation for “controlled
foundering”, it can help students begin to think critically. Students also need an
opportunity to “take thinking apart” (Black, 2005, p. 42) by analyzing their own thinking:
knowing what they know and why they know it; reading between the lines to find hidden
meanings; knowing if their thinking has clarity, if it has accuracy, and is relevant to the
74

current topic and their own lives; and knowing if their thinking is logical and fair (Black,
2005; Gelder, 2005; Hashemi & Ghanizadeh, 2011). Joiner and Jones (2003) considered
critical thinking and argumentative reasoning as synonymous terms to be developed for
the everyday demands of life. Kuhn (1991) stated that critical thinking connected to
argument was a part of “real world intelligence” (p. 156).
While critical thinking is needed for argument, critical thinking can also be
developed through the use of argument. Gelder (2005) conducted a study in which
students’ critical thinking skills improved faster when they used argument mapping – a
type of graphic organizer where students must identify their own claims, provide
warrants with backing, and consider counter-claims and rebuttals to those claims.
Through argument mapping, students were able to identify their own belief preservation
and through that acknowledgement, they were able to identify and neutralize their own
bias. His findings are in agreement with Saracaloglu et al. (2011) who noted that
argument was the most appropriate strategy for teaching critical thinking, which in turn is
the best process for creating valid, logical, reasonable arguments.
Black (2005) refers to Richard Paul at the Foundation for Critical Thinking who
recommends that classrooms should include critical thinking that can be conceptualized
as the development of two distinct operations: (1) cognitive features which are mental
operations and (2) frame of mind which are affective features. The cognitive features of
critical thinking demand the ability to “refine generalizations, avoid oversimplification,
transfer insight to new contexts, develop arguments, design and use criteria for evaluating
information and sources, analyze arguments, evaluate assumptions, and raise and pursue
questions” (p. 54). The frame of mind for critical thinking include “fair-mindedness,
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intellectual integrity, exploring underlying thoughts and feelings, and suspend judgment”
(p. 54).
These two sets of skills for critical thinking go far beyond the higher order
thinking skills of Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (1956 as cited in White
& Hargrove, 1996). Moreover, when Black (2005) observed teaching in a school where
the principal said the heart of its program was to promote critical thinking, she only found
a few instances in which higher order skills were even addressed. The students were
never pushed further to the deeper, more complex task of critical thinking. The
incorporation of argument into the instructional framework and the use of critical
thinking to accomplish and evaluate those arguments are necessary for critical thinking to
flourish and argument to become a part of the everyday demands of a productive citizen
in a democracy. As Dickson (2004) echoed many other educators and reseachers, sharing
argument is “crucial to participation in democracy (p. 34).
Productive Discussion
Argument can also be considered a learning method, or pedagogical tool, for
discussion (Yackel, 2002). Dialogic discussion in which the conversation is productive
and of educational value has been defined by O’Connors and Michaels (2007) when they
refer to three previous researchers to identify "the three characteristics of dialogic
discussion: (1) utterance as ‘internally persuasive’ (meaning is negotiable) (Bahktin,
1986), (2) text as ‘thinking device’ (function: generates new meanings) (Lotman ,1988),
and (3) cultural practices function to support creative invention (Tomasello, 1999)"
(O'Connors & Michaels, 2007, p. 276). Negotiable meaning, generation of new meaning,
and creative invention are characteristics of discussion that is dialogic and productive.
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In the process of dialogue, students produce talk that reasons with multiple
perspectives, counter-claims, and opposing arguments as well as increases argument
quality, cognitive skills, and a greater awareness of relevance of evidence to argument
(Kuhn & Crowell 2011). Productive discussion is when argument through discussion
becomes a “key to development of the individual expository skills” (Kuhn & Crowell,
2011, p. 551). Kuhn, Wang, and Li (2010) stated that students must develop intellectually
through what they are doing when they argue. Students must be given the opportunity for
discussion to internalize the processes of argument. Through the back-and-forth of
discussion, more elaboration develops, importance of relevant evidence emerges, and
argument skills are improved (Clark et al., 2003; Ehrlich, 2017; Galonics & Nussbaum,
2008; Gillies & Khan, 2008; Kuhn & Crowell, 2011; Morgan & Beaumont, 2003;
Nussbum, 2002).
Morgan and Beaumont (2003) wanted to increase argument through a dialogic
approach. They used several dialogic strategies (role-play, staged collaborative
discussion, and online chats) with twelve-year-old students. They had noticed how the
rich discourse that happens outside of school was not happening in the formal, traditional
talk in the classroom. They then embarked on the use of argument to give students the
opportunity to understand their audience, voice their positions, respond to others and
engage in a dialogic “play of voices” (p. 148). Morgan and Beaumont (2003) discovered
that it was important for students to have a safe place for agreement, dissentions, and
discussion. This safe place can be thought of as collaborative discussion or argument.
The nature of collaborative arguments encourages exploration, extended talk, and
explanation. By the fourth discussion session with these middle school students, the
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students were able to identify their own claims because they came to see “how persuasion
occurs in the to-and-fro dialogue and had confident grasp of their own position” (p. 153).
One way to keep the productive conversations going between students is to recast
and legitimize each argument as plausible, causing students to continue to work with
data, warrants, and evidence to prove or disprove the arguments (Kuhn & Crowell, 2011;
Yackel, 2002). The plausibility of arguments extends the thinking of students. Through
this deep thinking and meaningful exchanges in dialogue, concept development or
changing knowledge begins to emerge (Ravenscroft et al., 2007; Yackel, 2002). In the
results of a study by Retznekaya and Gregory (2013), students increased in their
disciplinary knowledge through discussion. Galonics & Nussbaum (2008) documented
deep understanding of content through discussion centered around argument. Because
argument involves explanation, deeper learning occurs (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008;
Gillies & Khan, 2009).
Productive discussion also provides for the stratagems and schema of argument
when students get ready to compose written arguments (Clark, et al., 2003; Nussbaum,
2002). As students are conversing about positions, data, evidence, and counterarguments, stratagems such as “I know because..” or “Others might say ….. but I say….”
or “In the text, it says…” help students to think in terms of argument. Argument
mapping, as mentioned earlier, or argument frames also come alive through discussion
(Gelder, 2005). When students are having productive discussions in which they identify
their claims, warrants, backing, and counter-claims while evaluating evidence they share,
the schema of argument becomes real and the conversations in their heads can then take
place as they eventually move on to written arguments (Clark et al., 2003; Nussbaum,
78

2002). Just as the narrative is understood from oral encounters before writing narratives,
so must argument be oral so that it can be better written when needed. Producing
arguments and responding to others’ arguments in informal ways is the kind of
productive discussion that increases students’ ability to think argumentatively.
Conflicting Views
Not only does argument’s use in the classroom give opportunity for critical
thinking and meaningful, productive dialogue that promotes argument schema and
conceptual development, it also provides teachers the opportunity to teach the conflicts
and students the opportunity to grapple with conflicts. Coffin et al. (2011) confirmed the
broad consensus on the importance of disagreements and counter-arguments in the
process of developing argumentative skills. Interestingly, when children recognize they
have conflicting views, they willingly engage in an argument and aim at settling it (by
winning or by reaching an agreement; Schwartz, 2009, p. 94). Allowing students to look
at and identify conflicts creates a sort of synergy within their relationships that serves to
push students to argument for the sake of resolving the conflicts. Through their language,
their communication becomes a “means for generating a motivating kind of cognitive
conflict and also a means for resolving it” (Mercer, 2009, p. 178). Leitao (2000, 2001 as
cited in Coffin et al. (2011), said it is through a “dialogue of opposites” that learners
rethink and revise their arguments (p. 39).
Graff (2003), who adamantly proclaimed “teach the conflicts”, was referred to in
Appendix A of the ELACCSS (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010) where that document discussed
the importance of bringing the conflicts into the classroom. Finding issues that matter to
students and allowing them to make their own decisions through argument is strongly
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encouraged in the CCSS, NGSS, and NCSS. Several studies have suggested that
argument in which more than one view is represented yields more conceptual learning
than argument in which only two views were embraced as the right or the wrong view.
(Chiu, 2008; Coffin et al., 2011; Rapantaet et al., 2013; Rigotti & Morasso 2009;
Saracaloglu et al., 2011; Schwartz, 2009). Diversity increases learning; a juxtaposition of
ideas is fertile ground for new ideas to emerge and conceptual learning to expand (Chiu,
2008; Rapanta et al., 2013). Two studies (Ames & Murray, 1982; Osborne, 2010) found
that even more learning took place when all views were disproved and the group worked
together to create a new claim.
The ability to critically think about one’s own ideas compared with others creates
the opportunity for the “clashes of ideas" needed for quality argument (Saracaloglu et al.,
2011, p. 245). Too long our classrooms have become sterile, lifeless meeting places for
static knowledge (Schmoker, 2007). Through teaching the conflicts, classrooms can
become places of fertile thought, investigation, and authentic argument for content and
knowledge gains. For example, in science, when preconceptions are in conflict with
scientific concepts, disequilibrium is created and students must gather and evaluate
evidence to change their previous preconceptions. This type of wrestling with conflicting
beliefs is extremely engaging and active for students (Hewson, 1992; Macagno &
Konstantinidou, 2013). When theories are open to challenge, progress is made through
“dispute, conflict, and paradigm change” (Schwartz, 2009, p. 111). The process of
arguing in its individual and collective use is essential to intellectual competency and
increased sophistication of arguments when solving conflicts (Rigotti & Morasso, 2009).
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Effective Professional Development for Teachers
Much has been shared in literature over the last 20 years about good PD, how
teachers feel about PD, and the risk-taking involved in teaching new content or using new
pedagogy. In the past two decades, beginning with Guskey (2000) and concluding with
Darling-Hammond et al. (2017), research findings have indicated similar components of
good PD that affect student achievement. A short recent history of what effective PD for
teachers looks like is discussed in this section.
Guskey (2003) discussed multiple components of effective PD, including
considering the underlying characteristics of any activity, focusing on content students
needed to know, and coordinating with the overall school improvement plan. His plumb
line for effective PD was changed behavior in student achievement. Guskey (2003)
further addressed these components by adding the importance of PD on enhancing
teaching content and pedagogy, as well as giving teachers sufficient, well-planned time
for planning new strategies and using resources. Guskey also acknowledged that the realworld context of PD may account for the differences in outcomes among teachers in one
school, between schools within a district, and/or between districts within a state. This
real-world context can create subtle differences for teachers in the same PD encounter
and accordingly produce different results in terms of increased student achievement.
Adding to our understanding of effective PD, Steiner (2004) in conjunction with
Learning Point Associates developed a construct for the important features of PD. She
divided the features into two categories: structural features and core features. The
structural features to be considered for effective PD were the form (the delivery through
workshop, conference, or learning community), duration (the length of each PD
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encounter as well as the span of time the PD encounters took place), and participation
(the connections between the participants as far as same school, same district, same
grade, etc.) The core features of effective PD involved a content focus (teachers learning
content and addressing how hard the content would be for students to learn),
opportunities for active learning (actual engagement in teaching and learning or the
analogy of such), and coherence (the value of the PD was closely connected to school
improvement or standards alignment; Steiner, 2004).
More recently, Learning Forward’s Standards for Professional Learning (Learning
Forward: The Professional Learning Association, 2011) posited seven considerations for
effective PD, and are presently being used to guide PD in the state in which this study
took place. Learning Forward’s standards encourage the establishment of learning
communities, including leaders within those communities committed to being lead
learners for their faculty and students. Additionally, they state the need for purposeful use
of resources, data-driven decision making and evaluation of PD effectiveness, as well as
learning designs that take into consideration models of human learning, sustained support
for implementation of PD, and attention to the outcomes for real, increased student
achievement (Learning Forward: The Professional Learning Association, 2011). One of
the commonalities of the findings of Guskey (2003), Steiner (2004), and Learning
Forward’s standards is that one-day, disconnected PD is not considered effective in
producing change in teacher pedagogy or improvement in student achievement.
One of the most recent discussions surrounding what constitutes effective PD is
the work of Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) from the Learning Policy Institute. Their list
of effective PD is a culmination of research findings from the past two decades, from
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Guskey (2003) through this new report. Like Learning Forward’s standards (Learning
Forward: The Professional Learning Association, 2011), Darling-Hammond et al. (2017)
have seven areas that define effective PD. This list echoes content focus, active learning
and collaborative learning. Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) further explain good PD
through the use of modeling (the use of models of good teaching), coaching and expert
support (the use of mentors, coaches, etc), feedback and reflection (constructive
feedback, time for teacher reflection, and teacher decision-making for improvement), and
sustained implementation (time for reflecting on implementation, refining, and
identifying changes implementation brings to the classroom, etc.) Though real-world
context can affect the outcomes of PD on individual teacher performance, recent research
has provided a blueprint for effective PD that can influence changes in teachers’
pedagogical decisions, which may result in increased improvement in student
achievement.
Teacher Understandings and Attitudes through the Expectancy-Value Model
Another consideration in the effective implementation of PD that affects increased
student achievement is the consideration of the expectancy-value model for teaching of
new content or using new pedagogical strategies. The cognitive influences of expectancyvalue theory are the success of a task measured by people’s judgment of the likelihood of
their own success (labeled expectancy), and the reasons they choose to engage in a task
(labeled value; Elliot et al., 2017). The expectancy-value model was developed by John
William Akinson in the 1960’s and was applied to education in the 1980’s by
Jacquelynne Eccles (1983). Later, the model was refined further for education to
generally discuss the differences in gender performance on school tasks (Wigfield &
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Eccles, 2000). Research indicates that expectancies and values interact to predict
outcomes like engagement, interest, and academic achievement. However, several other
factors could affect achievement related outcomes indirectly (e.g., stereotypes, prior
experiences, others’ beliefs and behaviors; Elliot et al., 2017; Grove, Dixon, & Pop,
2009; Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).
Expectancies are beliefs that individuals hold regarding their success on certain
tasks they will carry out. They are tied to concepts such as self-efficacy and selfconfidence. Expectancies shape who we are because they impact the choices we make as
well as our behaviors. For example, students may believe they are not good math
students, and thus struggle with math classes. Their beliefs impact their performance.
According to Wigfield and Eccles (2000) subjective task value can be represented by four
categories: (1) attainment value (for identity or self); (2) intrinsic value (enjoyment,
interest); (3) utility value (usefulness, relevance); and (4) cost (loss of time, excessive
effort demands, loss of valued alternative).
Because this study involved the teaching of new content as well as strategies for
teaching that content, the probability that teachers might struggle with implementation
was a huge concern for me. My research questions involved the teachers’ evaluation of
their own understandings to define argument appropriately and describe its importance.
Incorporating the expectancy – value model as a lens allowed for the discussion of
motivations and self-efficacy as part of this construct. For the most part the expectancyvalue model has been used to measure children’s motivation for learning; however, I
found at least one study that used the expectancy-value model to investigate teachers’
motivation, self-efficacy, incentive, cost value, and persistence in teaching new content
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or new pedagogical strategies for content (Grove et al., 2009). Grove et al. (2009) made
a strong case for using expectancy-value theory for teacher PD when they stated:
Theoretical framework expectancy-value theory is based on the notion that a
person’s motivation to perform a behavior is the product of expectations about his
or her own ability to perform the task (i.e. meet a goal) and the value of that goal
to the person (Eccles et al., 1982). Wigfield and Eccles (2000) researched the
concept further to explain that a person’s choice of tasks or goals, persistence on
those tasks and performance on those tasks can be explained by determining the
individual’s expectancy and value concerning the task or goal. Other theorists in
this area (Atkinson, 1964; Eccles et al., 1982) ‘argue that individuals’ choice,
persistence, and performance can be explained by their beliefs about how well
they will do on the activity and the extent to which they value the activity’
(Wigfield & Eccles, 2000, p. 68). What teachers believe about their abilities and
teaching practices may also influence their expectancies of making change. (West
& Anderson, 1976)
First, the use of expectancy-value theory involves the expectancy of the
participants, whether they are students, preservice teachers, or inservice teachers, of their
own ability to do well on upcoming tasks either in the immediate present or the future.
Expectancy can be closely aligned with self-efficacy. Like self-efficacy, expectancy
influences the performance of a new task, the persistence with which one will continue to
improve to successfully implement the new task, and how that performance and
persistency affect the choice to continue with a new task (Eccles & Winfield, 2002).
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Bandura (1996) suggested that efficacy can play a significant part in task choice as well
as how much one values the task.
Secondly, the use of expectancy-value theory can also include extrapolating the
“intrinsic value, or enjoyment from performing a task; the attainment value, the personal
importance of doing well on a task, and the utility value, how useful or relevant the task
is in terms of the individual future plans” from the responses of the teachers (Elliot et al.,
2017, p. 344). Another consideration in the value response for PD is the cost of the
implementation that might influence the value of the PD to the teachers. Three types of
costs can be identified that impact the value of PD to teachers; “opportunity costs, effort
costs, and psychological costs” (Gasbard et al., 2015).
New Content, New Strategies, and Risk-taking
A final consideration regarding the PD for teachers in terms of new concepts and
new implementation strategies as they relate to argument is the consideration of risktaking. Risk-taking was defined by Boyer (2006) as “engaging in an activity that might
cause undesirable outcomes” (p. 291). While the expectancy-value theory discusses
understandings and attitudes about PD, and risk-taking can be studied through values and
cost, risk-taking for teachers should be studied in its own right. When teachers take risks,
they are exposing their own insecurities, their own unknowing, their own weaknesses to
their students. Exposing their own vulnerability can be very beneficial and encouraging
to their students in terms of students’ own risk-taking behavior, but also very taxing on
teachers’ own identity (Boyer, 2006; Loughran, 2002; Reio, 2005).
Risk-taking turns the lens on the emotions of the teacher by looking at the “loss,
significance of loss, and uncertainty” as well as the “emotion, gain, social interaction,
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organizational processes, and group organizational values” each teacher is experiencing
while facing reform, or attempting teaching of new content or implementing new
strategies (Ponticell, 2003, p. 5). Even though risk-taking is usually associated with a
negative connotation, Ponticell (2003) also discussed how some people respond to risk taking with positive emotions and those positive emotions facilitate innovation.
Loughran (2002) identified risk-taking as an “important principle of learning and
teaching, explaining that learning about teaching required a pushing of boundaries of
practice” (p. 64). A “pushing of boundaries of practice” is an appropriate analogy for
school reform, teacher improvement, implementation of new standards, and PD. Through
implementation of PD, teachers are actually required to implement strategies to challenge
their comfort level. Loughran’s description of enhanced personal PD and personal growth
is a well-crafted metaphor of words for the ever-improving, never-satisfied teacher. He
said,
The powerful learning about practice as a result of actively choosing to extend
one’s repertoire of teaching approaches, to use familiar strategies in unfamiliar
situations, or unfamiliar strategies in familiar situations is the essence of personal
professional development. (Loughran, 2002, p. 64)
Personal commitment to personal growth as a teacher involves risk, but it is also the only
way to increase the effectiveness most teachers desire to achieve with their students.
To discuss risk-taking without looking specifically at the emotional commitment
to change as it relates to teaching is to not tell the entire story. Change, in a very real way,
can feel like a loss of identity. For example, many teachers can get very comfortable in a
particular grade level. When they are assigned to a different grade level, they may make
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comments about how they do not know who they are anymore. This lack of identity as it
relates to risk-taking is explained well in a conceptual model created by Reio (2005). The
uncertainty of new standards, new curriculum, new content, or new demands creates a
feeling of the unknown for the future for teachers; however, this uncertainty is inevitable
because as the old saying goes, “Change is inevitable.” From Reio’s (2005) model,
reform represents change. Depending on several background variables, change affects the
identity of the teacher as an educator. Typically the more years of experience a teacher
has, the more firmly grounded is her identity in the norm, so resistance to change can be
very high because she feels as though her identity is being challenged. These feelings of
insecurity affect the emotional experiences tied to the change in identity due to reform.
Only through well-developed, supportive PD can identity be reaffirmed in this process.
Figure 1 below lays out the construct of the results of reform on identity, emotions, risktaking, and learning (Reio, 2005).
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Figure 1.
A conceptual model of the influence of reform on teacher identity,
emotions, risk-taking, and learning. (Reio, 2005).

Based on much of the research that existed before 2014 on effective PD for teachers, the
PD encounter of the teachers in this study focused on the problems of real-world
practices using cases, reflection, collaboration, discussion, and choice to change teaching
practices and thereby improve students’ academic achievement.
While the literature up to this time describes the components and the possible
barriers from engagement in PD to implementation of PD into the classroom, I
investigated how all these components may intertwine to discuss my participants and
their journey from unknowing to knowing about the multiple dimensions of argument and
its effective use in their classrooms.
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Professional Development and Teacher Facilitation in Argument
When one thinks about what teachers need to know to facilitate argument in their
own instructional settings, several criteria must be met. In this section, I discuss what
teachers must know and be able to do, the need for research-based PD opportunities, and
some specific strategies to assist teachers in the instruction for argument. Embedded in
this section is a return to situated learning (Lave & Wegner, 1991) through the
“apprenticeship of observation” (Lortie, 1975 as cited in Darling-Hammond & Bransford,
2007, p. 367), and the power of “learning in a community of practice” (Conkling, 2007,
p. 44).
What Teachers Should Know and Be Able to Do
Teacher understanding of argument and how to create opportunities for,
implementation of, and scaffolding for argument are critical in the development of
argument schema in students (Choresh, Mevarech, & Frank, 2009; Clark et al., 2003;
Felton & Kuhn, 2003; Schwartz, 2009). In addition, “Teachers should be capable of
identifying arguments, drawing conclusions within arguments, drawing conclusions about
arguments, and constructing their own arguments” (Grosser & Lombard, 2008, p. 1366).
Students learned by what teachers did, not necessarily what they said. Mercer (2009)
elaborated on this idea when he said that teachers were guides as well as models for
argument skills. However, in order to create classroom environments and activities that
teach and engage students in these argument skills, teachers must understand argument
and critical thinking skills. An example of the need for making sure teachers have these
skills was a study of preservice teachers who were lacking in argument, critical thinking
skills, and the inclusion of research-based evidence to support their arguments in science
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until they were exposed to instruction in developing scientific arguments backed by
evidence from research. (Saracaloglu et al., 2011). After engaging in scientific argument,
developing critical thinking skills, and using research based evidence to support their
arguments, the pre-service teachers increased in their ability to argue, think critically, and
make judgments about the importance of value of research to their arguments. Because
argument is a part of the way people think when they begin to think deeply and critically,
the intertwining of argument with deep and critical thinking are skills teachers need to
possess and teach (Genc, 2008; Ehrlich & Blum-Kulka, 2010).
If teachers cannot think critically about argument, engage in arguments
themselves, or identify strategies for developing arguments, they cannot teach their
students to do so (Genc, 2008; Saracaloglu et al., 2011; Xie & So, 2012). Kennedy (1999)
discussed the “problem of enactment” when she described how teachers return to what
they know when what they believe becomes hard to enact (p. 71). Borg (2004) also
described teaching as teaching that takes the path of least resistance. Borg acknowledged
that it is hard for teachers to teach differently than the expected norm. Teachers only
understand knowledge in a specific situation.
In reference to teachers who have no prior experiences or PD opportunities in a
new topic, Kennedy (1999) said, “We cannot draw on our shared experience to
understand the meaning of a kind of teaching that none of us has experienced” (p. 72).
Theriot and Tice (2008) noted that teacher education is complex learning, not just
training. Borg (2004), Kennedy (1999), and Theriot and Tice (2008) observed that
teachers might have a belief in an approach, but that belief did not guarantee
implementation. They attributed this disagreement in belief and implementation to the
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“apprenticeship of observation”. If the belief did not line up with their previous
experiences in the classroom as students themselves, it was difficult for them to
implement as teachers. Therefore, according to Theriot and Tice (2008), teachers need
“guided participation” or continued support for implementation of argument. Kennedy
would agree when she said the “most important phase of teacher learning is that which
occurs in the context of practical experience” (p. 62).
Not only must teachers have understanding of argument, they must also have deep
understanding of their content, whether it is math, science, history, or language arts
(Grossman, 1991; Yackel, 2002). Xie and So (2012) noted that preservice teachers had no
ability to argue science content because of their lack of knowledge of science content. In
order to craft lessons for argument, teachers must have content knowledge. Grossman
(1991) did subject-specific training, used modeling and overcorrection, taught technical
language, and developed professional knowledge in PD with teachers. Experiences like
these can change what teachers know (Theriot & Tice, 2008). If they do have content
knowledge, teachers will be able to capitalize on opportunities to push students toward
conceptual growth (Yackel, 2002).
Other obstacles to argument implementation can include: (1) the culture of the
classroom, (2) epistemological beliefs, (3) need for cognition, and (4) extraversion (or the
lack thereof; Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003). Classroom culture must be one of
acceptance and respect for argument to take place. If the class is set up with the teacher as
the dispenser of all knowledge, it will be difficult for students to engage in authentic
dialogue. When what teachers perceive about learning and knowledge do not align with
the student-centered approach for learning, argument teaching can be almost non92

existent. The need for cognition is demonstrated in the need for critical thinking, reading,
and listening. Students who like to think about thinking, and who enjoy grappling with
ideas enjoy argument more than those who like to think simplistically (Nussbaum &
Bendixen, 2003). Argument is heavily intellectual and heavily social so some students
can easily manage the intellectual demands of argument as well as the social demands.
Different types of students embrace different degrees of argumentativeness as
well (Nussbaum & Bendixen, 2003). Girls, more than boys, tend to avoid adversarial
argument, choosing rather collaborative argument or inclusive argument. Extroverts,
more than introverts, tend to like adversarial argument. Some cultures are more given to
inclusive argument rather than adversarial argument. For example, in South Africa, the
adherence to the Ubuntu philosophy (explained in an earlier section of this chapter)
produces arguments that are collaborative, reach consensual agreement, and avoid
rebuttals, choosing to add qualifiers or ask questions rather than respond with rebuttals
(Braund et al., 2013).
Need for Research-Based Professional Development
Learning Forward’s 2011 Standards for Professional Learning promote the idea of
continuous learning with ongoing support in a community of learners, using resources
wisely and judiciously. Learning Forward’s standards also embrace learning designs
through application of learning theories, selection of learning designs, and promotion of
active engagement in one’s PD opportunities. The implementation and outcomes of
teacher strategies on student achievement are aligned, sustained, and constructive. The
application of these Standards for Professional Learning are guides for the teaching of
argument to teachers.
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Within a community of practice (Conkling, 2007; Learning Forward, 2011;
Scholtz et al., 2008), argument can be practiced, argument strategies can be taught and
implemented, and ongoing, sustained PD can be provided. In this section, I discuss the
lack of exposure to argument, how training increases teacher ability to engage and
construct argument, and how on-going support and PD are crucial to quality
implementation of argument.
Most teachers have not engaged in argument as students and have not been taught
argument strategies in their undergraduate programs. PD opportunities also do not focus
on argument. For example, I was interested in how a content-area textbook might teach
argument to pre-service teachers. To look at the demands for teaching argument from a
content-area textbook, I randomly chose a textbook from a social studies methodology
class to see how it addressed argument (Chapin & Messick, 2012). The word “argument”
was not mentioned once in the entirety of the book. I then looked at a book designed to
teach literacy within the content of social studies (Ogle, Klemp, & McBride, 2007).
While the audience for this book would have been preservice or inservice teachers, the
book still did not use the word “argument” in its descriptions of the demands and
teaching strategies for language arts integration with social studies, even though it
emphasized critical thinking skills. Though research in the importance and benefits of
argument as a process and product has been evident since the 1990’s, teaching for
argument is still uncommon in preservice and inservice PD.
When training for argument is implemented, teachers improve in their ability to
implement, teach, and engage in argument (Braund et al., 2013; Scholtz et al., 2008;
Theriot & Tice, 2008; Wilkinson et al., 2017). For example, training in constructing an
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argument increases teachers’ critical thinking skills and argument skills. For change in
behavior, argument training must be sustained over a period of time (Saracaloglu et al.,
2011). Kuhn, Shaw, and Felton (1997) showed that no change in teacher behaviors
toward argument was evident after a one-time encounter with argument.
Sustained training in argument over a period of time is supported by Learning
Forward’s Standards for Professional Learning (Learning Forward: The Professional
Learning Association, 2011). Sustained training is also supported by other studies such
as Scholtz et al. (2008) when they met with teachers in September, 2004, December,
2005, and January, 2005, for continued PD. In Scholtz’ study, after lectures were
presented, teachers engaged in argument, collaborated to write lesson plans, implemented
those plans, and then debriefed to analyze the effectiveness of the plans on student
achievement and student ability to argue. This ongoing cycle of professional learning
greatly impacted these teachers for greater success in teaching argument. When Scholtz
and colleagues (2008) taught teachers about argument using Toulmin’s argument schema
and provided for engagement in argument, teachers reported these two strategies were
most helpful.
Even though argument looks different in each discipline, it requires the same
thinking skills, so if teachers explicitly taught the basic skills of argument as they morph
and change across content areas, then teachers could help students make the connections
(Newell et al., 2011). The power to identify arguments and the appropriate argument for
the appropriate discipline would increase student autonomy, flexibility, and dexterity in
using arguments. Through PD for inservice teachers and college preparation classes for
preservice teachers, the ability of teachers to generate complex arguments increases, and
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as a result, the ability of students to generate complex arguments can be realized.
Teachers who can teach students the criteria for a good argument and express the specific
goals of an argument activity, rather than general goals, are needed (Garcia-Mila,
Gilabert, Erduran, & Felton, 2013). When teachers are given time and practice for
collaborative teaching and group work experiences, they will be able to produce, not just
reproduce, opportunities for complex, meaningful arguments (Braund, Scholt, Sadelk, &
Koopman, 2013). As a part of this process, Nussbaum (2008) noted that teachers must
learn to require explanations from students rather than offering explanations to students.
This shift in pedagogy from dispenser of knowledge to facilitator of student-led inquiry
contributes to argument across disciplines.
Strategies for the Pedagogy of Argument Teaching
From the opportunities for PD, teachers must possess strategies to promote
dialogue, critical thinking, and argument. Some of the strategies teachers need to possess
are goal setting, prompting, questioning skills, and explicit instruction. In this section, I
discuss how each of these strategies can be implemented in different ways.
Goal setting. Setting specific goals, or outcomes, for students in the process of
argument increases their argument abilities more than simply telling them to argue their
point (Choresh et al., 2009; Garcia-Mila et al., 2013; Gillies & Khan, 2008; Grossman,
1989; Mason & Scirica, 2006; Newell et al., 2011; Nussbaum & Kardash, 2005). Goal
setting could also include setting boundaries of negotiation about what classroom or
content area norms will be accepted within argument (Yackel, 2002).The purpose for
arguments greatly affect how they are constructed (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). By
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simply adding the goal of “generate as many reasons as possible”, Nussbaum and
Kardash (2005) increased exploratory talk as it relates to arguments. As teachers begin to
implement more and more of the purposes for argument, goal setting can greatly clarify
for students the components of argument needed for any particular assignment.
Prompting. Providing prompting, or scaffolding, helps students engage in more
meaningful arguments (Choresh et al., 2009). In mathematics, Yackel (2002) addressed
the misconception that teachers should not contribute specific mathematics knowledge to
the arguments in which their students are engaged. Yackel (2002) stated that quite the
contrary is needed. Especially in collective argument, the teacher’s strategically-planned
input to reveal more mathematical knowledge to students increased students’ argument
and knowledge about how to arrive at a claim and support that claim. In other words,
teacher expertise shared increased students’ abilities to problem solve.
Additionally, generic prompts are more useful than directive prompts (Davis,
2003, as cited in Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). For example, asking students to “stop and
think” rather than “think about X” yielded a higher level of engagement in argument. The
opportunity to process more than one perspective or one point or topic helped students
consider all the possibilities for improved argument.
Another very useful strategy in prompting would be the implementation of an
“argument frame” (An argument frame uses a specific type of argument functioning for a
specific purpose.) to guide students in more meaningful exploratory talk in arguments
(Nussbaum, 2002, p. 530). The use of an argument frame can increase the educational
value and elaborative productivity in students’ arguments (Nussbaum, 2002). Scholtz et
al. (2008) noted the use of argument prompts was very effective in teacher training for
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argument. They were in agreement with Nussbaum and Kardash (2005) about the use of
argument frames when teaching argument to students.
Prompting can also be facilitated through the art of teacher talk. The level to
which a teacher decides to talk with her students can determine the depth of arguments
that take place in a classroom discussion (Gillies & Khan, 2008). When students come to
an impasse, the teacher must know how to facilitate towards movement or making a
claim, especially in collective argument (Yackel, 2002). The teacher may be required to
provide argumentative supports for warrants and soliciting supports from other students
(Yackel, 2002). As stated earlier, Mercer (2009) notes that teachers are “guides and
models for argument skills” (p. 185).
Questions. Dialogue Skills are needed by students (Ravenscroft et al., 2007). By
asking students questions and encouraging them to ask questions, students begin to
develop dialogue skills (Ford, 2012; Gillies & Khan, 2008; Krummheuer, 2007; Mason &
Scirica, 2006). Teachers who ask questions encourage and inspire students to embark on
meaningful inquiry and generate new understandings. Questions should not have a right
answer for which students look to the teacher to provide. They must truly be open-ended
so that even the teacher does not have the only right answer (Reznitskaya et al., 2012).
The teacher should constantly direct students to the evaluation of others’ reasoning
(Reznitskaya et al., 2012). This evaluation process naturally becomes meaningful
questioning to further conversation. Developing critical questions can help focus students
on important issues and to make claims as well as anticipate counter-claims (Nussbaum,
2011).
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Explicit instruction. Explicit instruction is needed (Choresh et al., 2009; Coker
& Erwin, 2010; Felton, 2003; Gillies & Khan, 2008; Kuhn & Udell, 2003). Explicit
instruction can take many forms, but it must be explicit because argument for the
purposes of increased understanding, critical thinking, and decision-making does not
improve naturally (Scholtz et al., 2008). A couple of examples of explicit teaching for
argument resulted from Nussbaum and Kardash (2005) and Galonics and Nussbaum
(2008) who encourage the use of an argument frame and argument stratagems. Argument
stratagems give students a brief argument within a sentence with information missing.
The stratagem directs the student to think about the topic in argumentative ways and
prepares her to engage in oral argument (Anderson et al., 2001; Nussbaum, 2011;
Nussbaum & Anderson, 2007). Another example of explicit teaching for argument
includes using an argument map to increase critical thinking for argument (Gelder, 2005;
GENC, 2008). Reznitskaya et al. (2009) promote the use of AST to explicitly teach
argument to children. AST helps students to identify the parts of an argument and gives
them a schema for understanding how argument works.
While strategies for identifying the parts of argument are important, students must
also understand underlying assumptions and implicit information. Yackel (2002)
discussed one of the goals of the teacher was to make explicit what students were
assuming as implicit or that the students had omitted in an argument. Sometimes teachers
have to make explicit those warrants that are taken for granted (Yackel, 2002).
These skills for the teaching of argument - goal-setting, prompting, questioning,
and explicit instruction – are necessary skills for teachers, pre-service and in-service, to
facilitate their students’ proficiency in developing arguments from simple opinion-stating
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in preschool and early elementary grades to complex arguments needed for high school
graduation and college and career readiness. While research and standards abound that
support and encourage the use of argument, the ways in which teachers understand how
argument can be facilitated as a literacy skill across content areas is limited.
Summary
The literature on argument and national standards promoting argument both
suggest that argument is a tool that can make a difference for education. It promotes logic
and reasoning; critical thinking, writing, reading, and listening; evaluative and analysis
skills; and good decision-making. Argument can draw its participants into meaningful
dialogue and mutual respect and understanding. Not only has the research over the last
decade supported the benefits of argument, it has also given suggestions for teacher PD in
argument, and explained strategies for implementation. However, in spite of this
research, the teaching of argument and skills required for argument have not been seen
consistently in K-12 classrooms in recent decades (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008).
The gap between research and practice was the phenomena that created my first
interest in why argument has not become more prominent in classrooms across content
areas. The silence in literature about this phenomenon was the gap on which I sought to
shed light by investigating teacher perceptions of argument, because teacher perceptions,
through understandings and attitudes, greatly affect what teachers teach and how they
teach. In this study, I have added to the conversation about the teaching of argument by
documenting teachers’ perceptions of argument before and after an intervention in
argument. Again, the literature is limited in its discussion of PD for the teaching of
argument. By addressing teacher perceptions and looking at the impact of PD, I have
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identified barriers barriers to implementation as well as supports to encourage
implementation of argument in K-12 classrooms.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter describes the research methodology used for this study. First, I
discuss the research questions and research design that guided the study. These questions
address the gaps in literature about teachers’ perceptions and implementation of argument
amid demands of new standards. The research design is explained as a qualitative
constructivist grounded theory case study. Then, I describe the participants and how they
were chosen. Next, I describe the PD intervention. In the final sections, I describe the
researcher’s role, followed by data collection process and the analysis used to interpret
the data. The closing section addresses validity and trustworthiness of this study.
Research Questions
The literature review established that even though argument is important to
authentic literacy and is a tool for engaging, meaningful classroom conversations, it is not
used very much. Based on the three-stranded theoretical framework (socio-cognitive
theory, AST, and situated learning-apprenticeship of observation) for this study, I
developed research questions that address the ways inservice teacher participants’
understandings and attitudes related to the use of argument in the classroom change as a
result of PD.
Understandings of Argument:
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In what ways did inservice teachers’ definitions of argument change as a result of
professional development?



In what ways did inservice teachers’ description of the implementation of
argument change as a result of professional development?

Attitudes about Argument:


In what ways did teachers’ attitudes change about the importance of argument in
the classroom as a result of professional development?



In what ways did teachers’ attitudes about their ability to design instruction for
teaching argument change as a result of professional development?
Research Design
I chose a qualitative study, specifically a constructivist grounded theory

qualitative case study, because I was interested in “(1) how people interpret their
experiences, (2) how they construct their worlds, and (3) what meaning they attribute to
their experiences” (Merriam, 2009, p. 23) as they related to argument in the classroom
environment. Thus, I was able to document how they constructed meaning and how they
made sense of argument through their perceptions (Merriam, 2009). Through this design I
was also able to uncover the participants’ changes in thinking, connection-making, and
sense-making.
Qualitative
The qualitative study can produce the “depth of understanding we can derive from
qualitative procedures” (Berg, 2009, p. 2). The qualitative process afforded me the
opportunity to use multiple data types to capture teacher perceptions from specific
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interview questions, their own reflections, and the peer interactions during the training. I
was also able to establish the “essence and ambience” (Berg, 2009, p. 3) of participant
thought and feelings as they stood on the threshold of new demands of argument
intertwined throughout the CCSS and other content area standards (e.g., NCTE, NCSS,
and NGSS). The ability to reflect and write what they knew, how their knowledge was
changing, and how they felt was the ideal data collection needed to answer the research
questions about their perceptions.
This qualitative study was further developed using constructivist grounded theory
(Mills, Bonner, & Francis, 2006) because the journey from unknowing to knowing was
constructed through my engagement with an extensive literature review, multiple and
varied interactions with participants throughout the study, and analysis of data through
different lenses. During this journey, my understanding moved along the continuum from
unknowing to knowing about argument and its use for powerful teaching in the
classroom.
As Mills et al. (2006) state, “The world consists of multiple individual realities
influenced by context” (p. 2). Together, I and the participants created “multiple
individual realities” and constructed our understanding of and implementation of
argument (Mills et al., 2006, p. 2). Collectively we identified our misunderstandings
about argument, found the most effective strategies for teaching argument, discovered the
supports needed for ongoing PD, and identified the obstacles to successful
implementation. At the beginning of my study, I thought my close relationship with the
participants as previous peer (I had taught with some of them before), previous mentor (I
had consulted at some of the schools deemed failing schools), institute instructor, and
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researcher might taint the data collection. While I had to identify my own biases, preconceived ideas, as well as their possible jaded answers to meet my expectations, I
strongly agree with Charmaz (1995) when she said that the researcher is the “co-producer
of data” (as cited in Mills et al., 2006, p. 7) so my own additions of descriptions of the
situations and participants’ background, responses, and information became valuable data
in constructing the theoretical understanding of argument for instructional purposes.
Case Study
I chose to use a case study design because the participants were bound by their
experiences within a specific PD opportunity. The five days of training for teaching
argument was the PD, or the limited event in which data were collected. Within the case
study, responses were analyzed collectively. Social processes are usually too complex for
one “explicit conceptual frame or standard instrument” (Miles & Huberman, 1994), so
looking at the data as a case enabled more complex analysis. Because research that has
been loosely bound can create mountains and mountains of data with only little impact on
the answers to the research questions, I constructed a tightly-bound study that allowed me
to begin with a prescribed group, initial research questions, a new concept for which I
was seeking understanding, and a shared PD encounter (Miles & Huberman, 1994).
Tightly bounding this research design ensured more clarity and focus; I focused on a case
study bound by the experiences of the participants in the summer training.
Other Descriptors of this Study
This study was also interpretive. As the researcher, I brought my own intuition to
the study for a “researcher-subject interaction” (Stake, as cited by Yazan, 2015, p. 139).
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This study was also observational in that the participants were observed and data were
collected through semi-structured interviews, informal interviews, class notes, and
collection of other documents (Merriam, 2009). This study was descriptive in that I have
included thick detail of the participants’ interaction within the program addressing the
phenomenon of teaching a new requirement of their state standards.
Setting. In this qualitative case study, I sought to document teacher perceptions
and changes of their understandings and attitudes about argument before and after PD. I
was the principal investigator of a grant conducted at a southeastern university that
funded a month-long institute for middle school teachers from across the surrounding
region who were chosen through a competitive application process. The focus of the
institute was to train middle school teachers to infuse science and/or social studies with
literacy and technology.
Professional development days. During the institute, three days were devoted to
the teaching of argument with argument referenced and demonstrated throughout the
institute. The teachers engaged in argument focused on professional readings and matters
of teacher pedagogy. They gathered data, made claims, conducted research to support
their claims, and engaged in argument to support their claims and respond to
counterclaims. I demonstrated strategies for more effectively teaching argument. After
the institute, argument was revisited twice during the school year on a Saturday in the fall
and on a Saturday in the spring. The follow-up sessions gave the participants an
opportunity to learn more argument strategies, gather argument resources, share
challenges in implementation, brainstorm solutions to those challenges, and reflect upon
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their personal growth in understanding and teaching argument. An advantage of the
follow-up sessions was that the teachers had the opportunity to apply the knowledge and
strategies they had learned to their own classrooms. Because authentic interaction is best
practice, the participants engaged in arguments about real classroom teaching methods
rather than theoretical struggles.
Professional development data. After we established a baseline of understanding
about argument, the participants and I engaged in conversations based on readings of
research (e.g., Graff, 2006; Retznitskaya et al., 2007; Schmoker, 2006), information from
different authors about using argument in the classroom (Hillocks, 2011; Wilhelm, 2007;
Smith et al., 2012), and Appendices A and C from the CCSS (2010) to establish an
agreed-upon definition and purpose of argument. Field notes were taken from informal
conversations and written reflections by the participants after the training in June and
after two follow-up sessions in September and in February of the following school year.
At the September and February sessions, teachers were able to also reflect upon their
actual teaching of argument with their own students. When looking at changes in the
participants’ understanding of argument, I had a two-pronged lens through which to
observe. First, I wanted to study how PD for argument changed teachers’ understanding.
Second, I wanted to document the changes in participants’ understanding after they
themselves engaged in argument in the training and with their students.
Participants. The participants in this study were teachers (N=14) who had
applied and were chosen through a competitive process for a month-long institute for
middle school teachers. These participants were willing to give a month of their summer
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to training and taught in upper elementary through lower high school. The teachers
involved in this study were teachers from the southeastern United States who were
chosen on their merits as innovators, motivators, and agents of change. Participants in
the study were voluntarily recruited from the month-long teacher institute. While the
participants came from different backgrounds and brought different levels of experience
to the study, they all had a commonality – the training module itself. The participants
were bounded by the training institute and the experiences connected within that institute.
The institute would be considered a “particular program or one particular classroom of
learners” (Merriam, 2009, p. 41).
The participant informed consent form as well as the study itself was approved by
the Institutional Review Board (IRB) committee on May 23, 2013.
Bounding of the case study. The institute’s purpose was to better prepare
teachers for the demands of the CCSS in language arts. The institute also sought to help
social studies and science teachers become more proficient in using literacy skills and
technology skills to enhance their own teaching. While the institute was designed for
middle school teachers, the participants came from several different grade levels. Three
of the participants taught elementary school. Six participants taught middle school. Three
participants taught high school. One participant taught high school before the institute,
but she became a district technology director for the next school year. Eleven of the
participants were females and two were males. One of the male participants was a tenthgrade language arts teacher; the other was a first-year middle school language arts
teacher. These participants were bound by their common experiences in the summer
institute as well as their teaching experience with students in the middle grades.
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Subjects taught and years’ experience. The three elementary teachers were
previously self-contained third grade teachers. After the institute, two of these teachers
were assigned to fourth grade where one of them taught math and science and the other
taught literacy. Of the five middle school teachers, four of them taught language arts
only. One of the middle school teachers taught language arts and social studies. Of the
four high school teachers, two taught language arts only and two taught language arts and
social studies. Table 3 below shares a summary of the participants, their pseudonyms, and
data concerning each.
Table 3
Summary of participants, their pseudonyms, and data for each
Pseudonym

Grade Level

Subjects Taught

Blaine
Brian
Carlie
Charlene

3-4
10
9-10
7-8

Charlotte

3-4

Cher
Don
Evie
Fran

7-8
6-8
9-12
9-12

Math and Science
English/Language Arts
English/Language Arts
English/Language Arts
Science
Social Studies
English/Language Arts
Social Studies
English/Language Arts
English/Language Arts
History
History
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Level of
Experience
1 year
10 years
15 years
10 years

10 years
1 year
0 years
20 years
20 years

Table 3 (continued)
Pseudonym Grade Level Subjects Taught

Level of Experience

Lori
Leigh
Natalie
Stephanie
Vanessa

4 years
15 years
5 years
10 years
5 years

7-12
9-12
8
3
7-8

All Subjects
All Subjects through Technology
English/Language Arts
Self-Contained Elementary
English/Language Arts
History

The participants had a range of experience, from one new teacher who had never
taught previously, to two teachers who had taught for twenty years. Four teachers had
taught 5 years or less; six had taught between 10 and 15 years; and two had taught 20
years. Another defining characteristic of the group was that over half of the participants
were employed in districts that were in the process of consolidating because one of the
districts had been deemed a failing school system.
Design of the Professional Development
The PD provided for the participants of the study included five days of instruction
focusing on argument within a larger framework of the month-long institute. The first
three days addressing argument were during the month of June 2013. The fourth day was
in the following September 2013, while the last day was in the following February 2014.
Day One. The first day of PD was a day of establishing a baseline of
understanding, a pre-test of sorts to ascertain what the teachers’ previous perceptions
(through attitudes and understandings) were about argument as a process and product in
their own classrooms. Since Schmoker (2006) originally interested me in argument, I
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began the teaching of argument with his work. In the training, I focused on Schmoker’s
(2006) ideas about connecting strategic reading to meaningful talking (which includes
listening and speaking) and writing to support one’s opinions. Other points highlighted
included the benefits of argument in the classroom, which included challenging a
student’s curiosity, combating boredom, giving information meaning, examining,
discovering, refining, asking questions, finding answers, and taking nothing at face value
(Schmoker, 2006). Lasch (1995, as cited in Schmoker, 2006) referred to the engagement
in argument as an exercise that cultivates the “virtues of eloquence, clarity of thought and
expression, and sound judgment.” (p. 61) This portion of training was concluded with
more benefits from the use of argument (e.g., that argument can promote equity for all
students, increase college access, enhance economic opportunity, and encourage the
continuance of civic participation and a well-informed, involved democratic citizenship)
(Schmoker, 2006).
Day Two. For day two of the training, the participants were asked to review the
ELACCSS Introduction; Appendix A, pp. 23-25, and Appendix C, Sample Arguments
(NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010) to assist them in revising their own definitions of argument
and what it might look like in the K-12 classroom before exploring strategies for
development of argument skills. They also developed a working definition of argument
based on Mississippi state standards. Before training session two concluded, I introduced
Retznitskaya’s AST.
Day Three. The final section of PD within the month of June was the suggested
strategies for teaching argument. I shared several of Wilhelm’s (2007) strategies for
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creating classrooms for argument. He suggested turning units into inquiry units, using a
plethora of questioning strategies, and infusing classrooms with discussion strategies for
purposeful, meaningful talk. At this point in the training, participants had not yet used
Toulmin’s (1958, 2003) argument, revised by Retznitskaya (2001) to develop an
argument themselves. Later on the third day of professional development the participants
actually engaged in research to develop a claim and interacted with each other in a
classroom argument around the effectiveness of the use of round-robin reading. They
were able to implement AST and choose strategies taught to help them develop sound
arguments.
Day Four. After PD in the summer session ended, I met with teachers in
September. At this time, they had not had much time to implement argument into their
classrooms. School had only been in session for about six weeks. For this session, I took
the opportunity to give more strategies for teaching argument. We discussed the safety of
statements – how well the audience would accept that statement as truth - a strategy from
Smith et al., (2012). I also reinforced the close reading strategy through engaging them in
a close reading of their state standards about the demands for argument for middle school
students. Additionally, they were able to discuss any successes or problems they had
encountered while trying to implement argument in their classrooms. The group was able
to brainstorm solutions to some of the problems their peers had encountered.
Day Five. At the last meeting with the teachers in February, they had
implemented argument within their own classrooms. First, we had an open discussion
about the successes and barriers they faced in implementation. We brainstormed as a
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group for solutions. Then I modeled an argument around author’s craft and artistic
representation through two renditions of the short-story The Match Girl (Anderson &
Isadora, 2001; Anderson & Pacovska, 2005). The two-fold emphasis on this exercise was
to have participants explore the social issue of homelessness and to use visual literacy
strategies to examine the authors’ purpose through the selection of art medium. The two
books were very different in the artwork. Anderson and Isadora’s (2001) version had
illustrations that were very life-like and traditional. Anderson and Pacovska’s (2005)
version used abstract illustrations to tell the story. Table 4 below presents the PD
encountered by the participants across the five days described above.
Table 4
Five days of professional development in the art of argument
Day

Instructional Activities

Resources

Day
1

Brainstorming with a circle map
Initial Semi-Structured Interview
Reflection of Argument

Thinking maps
(https://www.thinkingmaps.com/)

Day
2

Defining Argument
Argument schema theory
Reflection

CCSS, Appendix A
CCSS, Appendix C
Reznitskaya et al., 2001

Day
3

Developing an Argument
Discussion
Reflection

Smith et al., 2012
Internet Search “Round-Robin Reading”

Day
4

Discussion of Implementation in
Classroom
Brainstorming Solutions
Sharing Strategies for Teaching
Argument
Reflection

Gallagher, 2011
Smith et al., 2012
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Table 4 (continued)
Day

Instructional Activities

Resources

Day
4

Discussion of Implementation in Classroom
Brainstorming Solutions
Sharing Strategies for Teaching Argument
Reflection

Gallagher, 2011
Smith et al., 2012

Day
5

Discussion of Implementation in Classroom
Brainstorming Solutions
Demonstration of Argument Lesson using different
versions of Matchgirl and poetry by homeless
people
Reflection

Smith, Wilhelm, and
Fredricksen, 2012
iDebate
(https://idebate.org/)
Anderson and Isadora, 2001
Anderson and Pacovska,
2005

Data Collection
The sources of information for this qualitative case study consisted of classroom
brainstorming maps, semi-structured interviews, reflective journal entries, and informal
conversations in and out of the PD meetings. The analysis was conducted though
triangulating these forms of data collection. Triangulation (Drie & Dekker, 2013)
occurred through looking at the data from a socio-cognitive perspective, AST, and
situated learning. The data collected was analyzed using NVIVO10 to organize the data
for patterns, themes, and interpretations.
Data collection – types of interaction. To develop the thick descriptions needed
for a qualitative research method, researchers use many data sources to tell the story of
her participants. In this section as the researcher, I have listed all of the types of data I
used categorically rather than chronologically. I discuss the use of circle maps to capture
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participants’ initial understandings, semi-structured interviews, participant reflections,
whole group discussions, and my own personal notes taken during the data collection
window in this section.
Whole group discussions facilitated by circle maps. The first type of data
collection described below was the initial brainstorming circle maps. All participants
(N=14) were able to contribute to this map. On day one of the institute, circle maps were
used to ascertain the participants’ understanding of comprehension, writing, speaking and
listening, and technology. While these four circle maps were used to gather pedagogical
and content knowledge from the participants, they were also analyzed for any references
to argument. On the first day of argument instruction, a circle map was also used to
capture the participants’ initial understandings and attitudes about argument in the
classroom based on their previous experiences, before they received any PD on argument.
While the participants shared their understandings of argument during this initial
discussion, I recorded their responses on a large post-it poster circle map for the entire
class to read and reflect upon. I took pictures of the circle maps, which are saved in my
NVIVO data file. Participants created five poster circle maps in all.
Semi-structured written interviews. The type of data collection described below
is the semi-structured written interview. Due to time constraints, the semi-structured
written interview was administered to the entire group at the beginning of the summer
institute for the participants (N=14), all of whom were given the opportunity to decline
involvement in the PD. However, only 11 participants filled out the initial interview
questions. These interviews were a set of questions given to the participants (Appendix
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A), who recorded their answers after the first argument circle map was created by the
group. The teachers were asked to describe their previous experiences with argument
through oral discussion and through writing. They were also asked to share their own
views of argument and its usefulness for students in the classroom. The final set of
questions concerned the amount of teaching of argument participants incorporated into
their own classrooms and the argument instructional strategies they knew or used (see
Appendix A).
Whole group discussions transcribed. After recording initial responses to
argument and reading initial answers to the semi-structured questions, I embarked on
daily teaching about argument and engaged in conversations with participants around
those arguments. Two whole group discussions were recorded and transcribed. One of the
recorded whole group discussions happened on the second day of argument instruction.
The second recorded whole group discussion was on the last day of PD in February 2014.
In the final follow-up class discussions, participants were asked if they were
implementing argument, how well their argument lessons were going, and what their
specific challenges were in the implementation of argument. In the last session, the
participants read Appendix A of the ELA CCSS (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010) that
discussed argument, and then they contributed words that were important to the
understanding of argument. Their understanding of teaching the conflicts are reflected
below in Figure 2.

116

Figure 2.
Teaching the conflicts. This figure represents participants’ understandings
of how to teach the conflicts.

Participant reflections. The fourth type of data collected was a free response
journal reflection. The participants were asked to document how their thoughts about
argument were changing because of their interactions with new definitions, new
strategies, and direct involvement with argument. Their reflections were made on June 5,
June 26, June 27, September 7 of 2013, and February 21, 2014. The participants were
asked how their understanding of argument had changed, how their variety of strategies
had changed, and how their general attitude about the importance of argument had
changed. They were intentionally not given a long list of questions to answer. My
purpose was to get each participant to record his or her own honest feelings about the
changes in thoughts and attitudes unique to his or her experiences in PD. Participant
responses for the reflections averaged around eight returns (N=14). For each reflection
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set, different variations of participant groups responded; however, across all five
reflection opportunities, all participants engaged in reflection at least once.
Data Processing and Analysis
Coding. Because data were collected throughout the PD, I analyzed the data in
terms of initial perceptions of argument and final perceptions in connection with training
and experience throughout the PD period of about nine months (June through March),
noting changes along the way. From this place of constructing my own knowledge, I
began coding the data in NVIVO10. For example, at first, I only coded data through the
components of argument as defined as claims, warrants, supports, counter-arguments, and
rebuttals. I studied this early data collection from the initial interviews and limited review
of literature to determine the nodes I used to begin making sense of the data collected.
Over time, the codes changed based on additional reading of the relevant literature,
increased personal understanding, and analysis of data. I continued to refine the coding of
my data based on the theoretical foundations of socio-cognition, situated learning
(highlighting the apprenticeship of observation), and AST.
Coding based on literature and personal understanding. The literature itself
became a source of data because it was “another voice” shaping and developing my own
understanding of argument (Mills et al., 2006, p 5). From the review of the literature, I
added categories focused on metacognition, logic, reasoning, and the value of evidence.
Further into the analysis of data, I added categories for the different types of argument,
such as collaborative, adversarial, and evaluative. My readings of Lunsford et al. (2006)
helped me increase my understanding of argument for different purposes and different
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disciplines. An additional example of how literature affected the way I coded data is
when I read about the outcomes in student achievement and increased learning through
argument. As a result, I added nodes for coding for concept development.
I also used the nodes developed from a pre-service teacher study I had completed
a year earlier. The earlier nodes had been informed by my understandings of authentic
literacy, AST, and the apprenticeship of observation. Initial codes included: (1)
authenticity (e.g., references to reading for purpose, meaningful discussion, and realworld engagement) influenced by my readings of Schmoker (2007) and Graff (2003); (2)
AST (making a claim, warrants, reasons, supports, counter argument, rebuttal,
conclusion) based on my readings of Reznitskaya and Anderson (2002), Smith et al.
(2012), and Toulmin (1958); and, (3) apprenticeship of observation based on my readings
of Darling-Hammond and Bransford (2007), Grossman, Smagnorinsky, and Valencia
(1999), Kennedy (1999), and Lortie (1975). From my personal experiences with
participants, I was able to add codes for lack of teaching strategies and barriers to
implementation. Because I created nodes based on expected responses around argument
terminology, the lack of evidence in the areas of making claims, evidence, logic,
reasoning, and other academic vocabulary around argument allowed me to document
both understanding and lack of understanding.
Coding based on data. As PD began, I was very interested in basic
understandings and perceptions about the use of argument in classrooms; however, I
noticed that teachers held multiple definitions of argument. I added codes that classified
comments and ideas that related to definitions of argument in a classroom and teachers’
comfort level with using argument. I quickly ascertained that I needed more categories of
119

coding. I also noticed how argument promoted deeper understanding, conceptual
development, and authentic learning; therefore, nodes for metacognition, authenticity,
and understanding were added. An example of collapsing nodes was when I noticed
perceptions of argument and definitions of argument included many of the same
responses, so these two nodes were collapsed into one node, definition of argument. This
process of streamlining gave way to more clarity to interpretation of the data.
Data were also coded with notes for before, during and after training. The training
that included readings and discussions produced data that documented change after
declarative interaction with argument. The training also produced data that documented
change after procedural interaction with argument. In both situations, training through
declaration and training through procedure, changes were documented. I was able to code
the data in such a way that I could document participants' growth in perception through
understanding, and use of argument over time through the addition of nodes for before,
during, and after interactions with argument.
Constructivist grounded theory. As I completed the data analysis, I identified
the approach I was taking to make sense of the data as a method of constructivist
grounded theory (Mills, et al., 2006). Through the lens of constructivist grounded theory,
I could “creatively choose” what I needed from the participants’ stories of their
experiences with argument to develop a theory about what teachers knew, how they
thought, and ways they used argument in their instructional practice (Mills et al., 2006, p
6). Because of my deep inter-relatedness to the participants as instructor, peer, and
researcher, my own understandings of the participants, of argument, and of the data were
heavily influenced by those connections.
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Those connections created the context from which we were experiencing
argument. We were learning about argument together. For example, as a group we read
the CCSS ELA (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010) demands for argument throughout the anchor
standards, the individual objectives for each strand in the standards, Appendix A, and
Appendix C. Through reading, discussion, note-taking, and annotation of the CCSS, we
collectively were able to further define argument, its purpose, and its benefits to students.
While I was the facilitator of this activity, we were able to learn more about argument
together. Another example of the inter-connectedness of myself with the participants was
our quest to understand qualifiers and how they affected the process of argument. Though
I was able to give examples of qualifiers, as a group, we were able to further explain what
qualifiers were and how they were significant, almost necessary, for arguments whose
purposes where to come to a place of understanding.
Collaboration for learning. I was able to collaborate with professors as well as
peers. I was under the close supervision of two professors, Dr. Devon Brenner,
department head, and Dr. Kathleen Alley, a literacy professor. At first, I worked with Dr.
Brenner to develop protocols for the protection of human subjects approved by the IRB
on May 23, 2013. After the data collection, I met regularly with Dr. Alley and discussed
the emerging themes, how those themes shed additional light on my topic, and what
organizational structure made the most sense. Dr. Alley allowed me to verbalize my
understanding on several occasions, which gave me more clarity about argument as a
whole. She also helped me to use themes to extract the necessary information for my
literature review. The process of identifying themes from the literature and then applying
those themes to the data was a powerful learning experience for me.
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Other committee members, as well as peers, provided me with articles, engaged in
meaningful conversations with me, and allowed me to use them as sounding boards for
my own confusions and new understandings throughout the process of data collection and
interpretation. We were colleagues within the doctoral program and were able to discuss
our work with one another through the classes we were taking and through email.
An example of an understanding that changed was that argument went beyond the
demands of recent standards and was supported by enough research to build a case for
argument in the classroom without using the CCSS (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010). When I
began this study, I only looked to the CCSS for validation. Dr. Brenner conversed with
me about the possibility of the CCSS becoming an invalid document and the dangers of
basing my work on this one document. This conversation with Dr. Brenner sent me in
search of documentation and verification of argument as a needed strategy in the
classroom. This search in multiple standards across multiple disciplines strengthened my
own claim that argument is an important part of education for future success of students
when they enter the college and career phase of their lives.
When I struggled with describing the theoretical framework, Dr. Alley shared
several books on qualitative research that helped me to more fully understand and
describe the methodology and approach I was using for my study. She helped me
understand the ways a case study can be bounded and why my study was a single case
design. Dr. Miller provided me with new journal articles related to argument. Reading the
most current conversation around argument helped me to think through my own research
in terms of what others were and were not saying.
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Internal and External Validity
Internal validity should be discussed in terms of dependability (Lincoln & Guba,
1095). Internal validity also applies to accuracy and truthfulness as well as a true
representation of reality (Brink, 1993). The internal dependability of this study was
strengthened in that all data collection and interpretation were completed by one
researcher and triangulated through multiple data sources as well as over an extended
time period. However, because the data were collected and interpreted by one person, my
bias could have played a role in the collection and/or interpretation process. As the
instructor of the PD of argument, there were times I asked questions to lead the
participants to greater understanding rather than because I was a researcher gathering
data. I also believe the participants answered some questions in a manner they believed I
wanted them to, rather than their responses solely reflecting their own opinions or
understanding.
Risks to Internal Validity
The researcher. As mentioned, my dual role as instructor and researcher created
the possibility for bias. I addressed my own biases by focusing on myself as a researcher
first. As a researcher, I was consistent in asking the participants to reflect on how the PD
was impacting the their understandings and attitudes about argument through an openended response prompt. After each session with them, I asked participants to complete
the sentence frame, “Before today, I thought _____ about argument. After today’s
session, I think _______.” I also reminded the participants that their responses in no way
negatively affected their engagement in the PD. I asked them to be open and honest. I
also recorded the discussion sessions after PD so that the participants would feel more
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comfortable in discussing their changes in understandings and attitudes. By recording
discussions, I was able to continue to interact with the participants as the instructor; after
the PD sessions, I was able to use the recordings to identify evidence from the data,
reflecting upon the participants’ responses in my role as a researcher.
Prior to working with the participants as an instructor of this PD, I had been an
administrator for one participant and a consultant for five other participants. I had also
been a college instructor for one of the participants when she was a pre-service teacher.
The last participant to whom I had a previous connection was a mentor teacher for whom
I served as the university supervisor for her student teacher. There were benefits to my
prior associations with some of the participants. For example, these previous connections
were part of the reason some participants had applied for the PD. Additionally, these
connections allowed some participants to more quickly establish me as an instructor they
could trust. Because the six participants with whom I did not have prior associations were
acquainted with the eight I already knew, their trust in me as a competent instructor was
positively influenced by the relationship I had already developed with their colleagues.
Contexts of the participants’ lives. In the beginning of the data collection, I
believe the participants’ responses were based on their desires to show themselves
competent in their understandings and attitudes about argument. An example of that
shading of data is from their initial written responses. In about half of the responses, the
exact phrases and wordings written on the circle map used to brainstorm the whole
group’s general understandings of argument were copied to the participants’ personal
responses. However, triangulation of data resources in multiple ways did not support
some of those initial responses. For example, though one participant said argument
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included reasoning and multiple perspectives, he could not explain implementation
strategies or how to design instruction for reasoning and multiple perspectives in
argument.
Prior relationships. Another bias with which I had to contend was through my
interpretation of data for those participants I knew in other capacities. I had purposefully
not made interpretations based on my experiences in any of the participants' classrooms
from the year before. I also had to view each person’s response in the same way in that I
had to take the words at face value. I could not make inferences because of what I knew
about some of the participants. I could not invalidate a participant’s data because I had
not seen demonstrations of that which he or she was writing when I had visited his or her
class in a previous year.
Extraneous social and political factors. Although I have slightly alluded to the
participants’ themselves as risks to the validity and reliability of this study, some other
external factors might have impacted participants’ responses. One of the factors for all
but one of the participants (n=13) was that they were representative of two school
districts, one of which was a failing school district in conservatorship, and the other of
which did not meet growth goals. The teachers in these two districts were very anxious
about the consolidation of the two districts. On the first day of the summer PD, an article
was published in the local newspaper about poor test scores, and the teachers’ friends
kept texting them about teachers in their schools who were either fired or quit. At the
time of the initial interviews, these teachers voiced feelings of vulnerablility, and their
desires to be completely truthful if they did not understand, use, or know about argument
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may have been at an all-time low. To have given negative responses could have made
them feel even further de-valued by me as their instructor, by their colleagues, and by the
university in general.
Another social factor that may have impacted participant responses was the
requirements set forth by their district administrations. One teacher in the group was not
from the surrounding counties where the PD opportunity was located. Her school had
readily embraced the new state standards that had been introduced in 2010, and were on
schedule to implement those standards in 2013. She differed greatly from the other
thirteen participants whose administrations had threatened to dismiss them if they had the
new state standards on their desks. These participants were strictly commanded to teach
to the old test for as long as it was an indicator of school success or school ranking in the
state. This banning of the new state standards that emphasized the many components,
benefits, and by-products of argument created a disadvantage for them. Even in their
reflections about lessons using argument, some participants were apprehensive about
whether their principals would let them use their newly-formed units that included
argument because of a lack of alignment with the old curriculum framework.
Controlling for Bias
To control for these opportunities for bias, I explained the focus and purpose of
my research project to the participants. I also assured them that their responses would be
protected through anonymity by pseudonyms. It was also important for them to know that
the sessions in this summer PD opportunity were not connected to their local principals or
district office. Anything they shared in conversation or reflection would not be shared
with their administrations. This was a very real fear for several of the participants. One
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participant had wanted to attend to the summer PD for several years, but her principal
would not sign the application form. Her distrust of administration was high, and she had
to be reassured that any results of questions, discussions, and reflections would not be
discussed with her administrators.
Another way I controlled for these biases was through becoming a trusted part of
the group. On the days I was not facilitating argument instruction, I attended the PD, sat
with the participants, asked questions, learned with them, and engaged in the PD
activities. This willingness on my part to become one of them on the days I was not
facilitating the PD helped them to realize I was truly interested in their improvement, and
not interested in what they did not know. I also emphasized the fact that we were on a
journey together to discover what argument was and how to effectively implement it in
our classes.
Brink (1993) also mentioned to control participants as risks to validity and
reliability, one should give multiple opportunities for responses to the same questions.
Over the five different PD sessions, the participants were continually asked to respond
with their own growth in knowledge of argument and in the teaching of argument.
Through this repeated process, the explicit documentation of growth helped to identify
over-exaggerated or under-represented information from the first encounters and
responses around argument.
As a part of the ongoing attempt to control for bias or misunderstanding of data,
before each session, I conducted an open discussion of the previous day’s learning and
reiterate to the group my own findings of their understandings and attitudes about
argument. From this place of corporate member checking, I cleared misconceptions I had
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regarding their reflections, and addressed misconceptions from the day before. Part of
this process promoted my role as the instructor versus the researcher; however, my first
responsibility was the teaching of the content and pedagogy for the PD. My second
responsibility was the gathering of data for this research project.
Trustworthiness of Data
In order to increase internal validity, I sought to make the data collection and
interpretation more dependable through triangulation of the data in NVIVO. The data
were triangulated by gathering data from multiple sources, including: written responses to
interview questions, daily reflections on understandings and attitudes, engagement in
whole class discussions, participation in a class argument and the resulting reflections,
and data from end-of-the-PD interview questions that were the same as the pre-PD
questions. Through the use of multiple codings and queries, I manipulated the data in
several ways for consistent outcomes. For example, I examined a reasoning matrix to
determine how the participants thought about argument, authenticity, and schema theory
in terms of reasoning, evidence, questioning, and taking a stand.
Several strategies were used to ensure trustworthiness of the data. Through the
collection of data in the forms of interviews, journal entries, whole group discussions,
capturing circle maps, anchor maps, and class discussions in photos, and observations
(interviews and observations were digitally recorded) along with NVIVO software, I used
a system of organization that allowed me to group data sources in several ways. This
grouping of data sources allowed me to triangulate the different methods of data
collection by multi-coding the data for cross-comparisons (Shenton, 2004). An example
of multiple coding was when I printed out queries around topics, such as perceptions of
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argument collectively and perceptions of arguments for each individual. I also examined
responses as a whole in the beginning of my analysis, looking at the nodes of perceptions,
self-efficacy using argument, critiquing argument, teaching argument, importance of
argument, how to use argument, and the definitions of argument. I grouped participant
responses by time periods, such as their definitions at the beginning of the training, in the
middle of the training, and at the end of the training to document growth in
understanding. I also grouped responses for analysis by questions so that I could identify
any patterns of response from participants themselves. For example, I created a query for
all responses that would answer the question, “What is argument?”.
The constructivist grounded theory research method added to the trustworthiness
of my study through providing parameters and steps to follow for data analysis. The
choices I made were validated through the processes described in constructivist grounded
theory. This approach allowed me to ask the questions of participants and myself about:
(1) how people interpret their experiences, (2) how they construct their worlds, and (3)
what meaning they attribute to their experiences (Merriam, 2009, p. 23). We were on a
journey together. When this PD experience was conducted, I was very much a novice
myself in the art of argument as content and argument as a discussion strategy that
promoted critical thinking, metacognition, increased conceptual development, and
perspective-taking. The participants and I interacted with one another and interpreted
those interactions through their reflections and my research field notes.
Applicability to Other Situations
External validity is more closely related to applicability or transferability (Lincoln
& Guba, 1985). When the data can be made applicable to another group’s situation, or
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when this event can transfer with some degree of certainty for someone else, it is
considered to be externally valid. This study was conducted with fourteen teachers,
grades 3 to 10, who were willing to spend a summer in training. In addition to the
training for argument, the participants were also being trained in the uses of the most
recent ELA standards adopted by their districts. The participants were provided time and
support to learn about argument, engage in argument, and reflect upon that engagement.
This type of ongoing, supportive, scaffolded PD would be an important consideration to
reproduce the findings of this study. No attempt is made to generalize from the findings
of this study to other situations, but this study does provide thick description of this case.
This study also addresses the very real scenario of teaching of new strategies or content
for which the participants had no real prior experience or PD. This case study provides
rich detail for understanding the problems teachers face with an ever-changing
curriculum and standards demands.
Limitations
The limitations of this study included the specific group of participants, the
limited generalizability of the results, and the limitation I placed upon the participants
because they were involved in a summer program for which I was responsible and may
not have felt complete freedom to speak their true opinions about their understanding of
argument (Shenton, 2004). First, the participants in the study were those who applied
competitively to attend a summer institute that lasted a month. While the participants
were chosen for the institute, they were teachers who were willing to give up a month of
their summer for PD. However, as a case study bounded by the participants’
participation in a PD opportunity, these were the only participants who experienced the
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PD. This limitation provides for a limited generalizability to middle school teachers of
English, science, and social studies in terms of previous understanding, effects of PD, and
further needs for continued understanding of the teaching of argument.
Second, the close relationship I, as an instructor, had with the participants could
be considered a limitation in that they may have answered some of the questions in the
semi-structured interviews in accordance with their perceptions of my expectations for
them. As teachers in the area where I was a university instructor, they may have felt the
need to impress rather than share honestly about their struggles with implementation of
argument once they returned to their classrooms. However, from their responses, I think
the honesty of their responses increased as we built a more collaborative relationship
throughout the study.
Summary
Through the qualitative research design based on the grounded constructivist
theory approach, I gathered data, documented shifts in perceptions, and analyzed that
data to create a picture of where this group of participants were in their understandings,
comfort level, and implementation of argumentative discussion in their own classrooms.
The construction of my own understanding through the literature review and interaction
with the participants in this study along with the raw data from this study gave me
confidence to discuss the results of the data collected and processed through this design.
In chapter four, I share the analysis of this data. With confidence in the process
described in this chapter, my analysis adds to and continues the dialogue about the effect
of PD in the preparation of teachers for teaching argument. Finally, in chapter five, I
draw conclusions, identify implications, and make suggestions for further research.
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CHAPTER IV
DATA ANALYSIS
The purpose of this qualitative study was to document teacher perceptions and changes of
their understandings and attitudes about argument after PD. I developed research
questions that address the ways inservice teacher participants’ understandings and
attitudes related to the use of argument in the classroom changed as a result of PD.
Understandings of Argument:


In what ways did inservice teachers’ definitions of argument change as a result of
professional development?



In what ways did inservice teachers’ description of the implementation of
argument change as a result of professional development?

Attitudes about Argument:


In what ways did teachers’ attitudes change about the importance of argument in
the classroom as a result of professional development?



In what ways did teachers’ attitudes about their ability to design instruction for
teaching argument change as a result of professional development?
In this chapter I summarize findings of my research regarding teachers who

participated in a PD training over nine months concerning their previous understandings
and attitudes about argument. I discuss the teachers’ understandings of argument before
the PD. Next, I share the attitudes of the teachers about argument before PD.
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Additionally, I share how the teachers’ understandings and attitudes changed after a
month-long PD opportunity with two follow-up meetings in the fall and spring following
the PD. I also describe how the teachers’ understandings and attitudes about argument
affected their intentions for implementation in their own classrooms. I close by
comparing the before and after understandings and attitudes of the teachers in regard to
argument.
Setting and Demographics
In this qualitative case study, I sought to discover what teachers engaged in a
month-long summer institute (with follow-up sessions in the fall and spring) knew and
how they felt about argument in their classrooms, what research supported its use, and
how to prepare these teachers to more effectively engage students in argument as
demonstrated in meaningful dialog and authentic conversations in those classrooms. I
focused on what teachers’ perceptions were about argument before and after PD. I also
examined the teachers’ changed practices from previous use of the skills of argument
before PD and the extent to which they employed argument after the PD opportunity.
During the institute, three days were devoted to the teaching of argument with
argument referenced and demonstrated throughout the institute. Arguments used for
classroom demonstration focused on professional readings and matters of teacher
pedagogy. Strategies for more effectively teaching argument were demonstrated. After
the institute, argument was revisited twice during the school year on a Saturday in the fall
and on a Saturday in the spring. The follow-up sessions gave the participants an
opportunity to learn more argument strategies, gather argument resources, share
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challenges in implementation, and reflect upon their personal growth in understanding
and teaching argument.
Throughout this study, the participants were asked to reflect upon their own
understanding of argument and its implementation in their classrooms. Participants had
the opportunity to implement argument after the summer institute. In follow-up sessions,
data were collected about the teachers’ perceptions of argument and the degree to which
they were able to successfully implement it.
The participants in this study were teachers who had applied for a month-long
institute for middle school teachers. The institute’s purpose was to better prepare teachers
for the demands of the CCSS in language arts. The institute also sought to help social
studies and science teachers become more proficient in using literacy skills and
technology skills to enhance their own teaching. Participation in the institute was
competitive, so the teachers involved in this study were teachers from Northeast
Mississippi who were chosen on their merits as innovators, motivators, and agents of
change. After being chosen to attend the institute, the participants were given the
opportunity to participate in the study on a voluntary basis. All participants volunteered
for the study.
Because of the cooperative, interactive nature of the institute, the 14 participants
were treated as one case study designed as a qualitative research project. When the study
began in June 2013, the participants were in a four-week institute. The final collection of
data occurred at the second and final follow-up meeting in February 2014. Fourteen
teachers participated in the project and in data collection. These 14 included 2 men and
12 women, who taught a variety of grades from third through 12 th grade, and taught a
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range of subjects from self-contained in the lower grades to English, math, science, social
studies, and technology in the upper grades. Their years of experience ranged from zero
to 20 years of teaching experience.
Teachers’ Initial Understandings Related to the Use of Argument
When I examined the initial understandings of argument, I examined what
participants knew and how they thought argument should be implemented in their own
classrooms. In this section, I discuss their initial definitions of argument as they fell into
three major categories: argument as adversarial, argument as structured exchange, and
argument as opinion. This section also addresses the lack of argument academic
vocabulary. Next I share the teachers’ thoughts and experiences before the PD about the
implementation of argument. I begin with the least understanding about the
implementation of argument which was actually no answer at all from almost half the
participants (n=6) to the most sophisticated responses, which included argument as
reasoning with evidence. The last part of this section about the initial understandings of
argument addresses the perceived barriers to implementation. Lack of knowledge, lack of
procedures, and personal issues were the three main categories of responses in terms of
what might have kept these teachers from implementing argument.
Definitions of Argument
To understand what the participants’ experiences with argument were, I needed to
know how they defined argument and to what extent, if any, they had used argument in
their own classrooms. Figure 3 below is a photograph of the circle map created in whole
class discussion on the first day of argument related PD.
135

Figure 3.
Circle map of brainstorming. This figure shares photograph of a circle
map created by participants to show what they knew about argument.

Because the circle map was created from a whole group discussion, contributions
were not labeled by each individual participant. Therefore, the discussion of the circle
map does not focus on the categorization of participants, but rather on the categorization
of responses. The first set of responses was grouped around the idea of or termed as
“fighting”. Words like “finger-pointing, yelling, winner/loser/draw, focused fighting,
debate, and disagreeing with support” suggested some of the participants associated
argument with the adversarial function of argument only. A majority of the words on the
circle map fell into this category, which suggests that most of the participants had only an
emerging, one-dimensional understanding of argument. A second category, much smaller
with only 4 words included words such as “discovery, research, accountable talk, and
evidence”. These words suggest that at least some participants possessed beginning
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understandings that argument might be a strategy requiring students to become more
engaged in finding and valuing evidence to support their claims. A final category
included another four words: “respect, looking at all sides, discussion and different points
of view”. These words suggested a few of the participants understood argument might
serve the function of increased understanding, rather than the polar idea of winning or
losing an argument. The results of the circle map are depicted in Table 5 below.
Table 5
Circle map responses, ways of describing argument, and beginning understandings
Argument as
adversarial encounter
Finger pointing
Fighting
Purposeful fighting
Focused Fighting
Emotional
Winner/Loser/Draw
Tools of Persuasion
Name Calling
Stating a Position
Disagreement with
support

Argument as a strategy that
includes evidence to support
opinions
Discovery
Research
Accountable Talk
Evidence

Argument as a means of
increased understanding
Respect
Looking at all sides
Discussion
Different Points of View

The open-ended semi structured written interview questions began by focusing on
asking the participants their definitions or understandings of argument, perceptions of its
purpose and use in the classroom, and their own comfort and knowledge level of
implementation of argument. The last of the questions asked the participants to describe
how they had used argument in their own classrooms, problems the use of argument may
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have caused, and problems they perceived in trying to implement argument (See
Appendix A, Interview Questions). Thus, data collected in response to these questions
shed additional light on how participants’ defined argument, the ways they may have
used it within their classrooms, including problems they may have encountered, and what
their attitudes were regarding the worth of teaching argument. While numbers of
participants are given for each category, some of the participants' responses were
categorized in more than one place.
Argument as adversarial. The idea of argument as adversarial was again
obvious in several (n=7) of the participants’ responses to the written interview questions.
Cher, a new seventh grade English teacher, compared argument to the television shows
her students might have seen in which court scenes were enacted. She asked them to
“compare argument to a presentation in a court of law. You as the students are lawyers
who are judging the opinions of clients that must be defended.” Lori confirmed the
adversarial nature of argument when she recorded that “argument is a heated debate that
might not go well”.
Seven of the 14 participants responded in ways that clearly supported the idea of
argument as a debate. They saw argument as a way to win. Only Natalie, an eighth grade
ELA teacher, added the idea of respect to the idea of debate when she wrote about
argument as “respectfully stating and defending your position”. These answers indicate
that as a group, a majority of the participants (n=13) had a limited understanding of
argument. They most closely connected it with only one type of argument, the formal
debate.
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Argument as structured exchange. A second category of responses (n=5)
described argument as a part of a very structured exchange of opinions through teacher
questioning and teacher-controlled discussions. Blaine said she would “use guided
questioning to make students understand why they think something.” These participants
knew that argument in a classroom should follow some sort of pattern. Responses like the
one given by Carlie, who said one must “establish rules”, and Lori who believed one
must “set ground rules”, supported the idea that these participants knew there was some
kind of structure to argument, but they were not able to elaborate. They knew that
argument had a schema, but they never really referred to the specific structures for
argument.
Argument as opinion-taking. A third type of argument the participants (n=4)
used was an argument that cannot really be substantiated – an exercise in exploring
unimportant topics. An example of this kind of argument was when Natalie would “ask
for volunteers and … pull silly topics.” Don also alluded to this type of argument when
he said that his students “argued about random topics.” Charlotte commented that her
students “argued every day.” The idea that argument is simply opinion-taking excludes
the value of data-collecting, valid evidence, and decision-making based on that evidence.
In Table 6, an example of the three categories of responses received when asked about
the definition of argument from the participants documents sample quotes from three
different participants..
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Table 6
Definition of argument – Initial written interview questions
Argument as
Adversarial or
Debate
Example: “Argument
is a heated debate that
might not go well”
Lori

Argument as Structured
Exchange between Teacher
and Students
Example: “I would use
guided questioning to make
students understand why
they think something.”
Blaine

Argument as Opinion

Example: “I like to ask for
volunteers and let them pull
silly topics for us to take sides
on in class discussion.” Natalie

Lack of argument terminology. When examining the data, not only did I notice
what was said, but what was not said. From my understanding of Toulmin’s model of
argument (Toulmin, 1958, 2003), I anticipated the common terminology that would be
used by someone familiar with argument and attempted to code for those terms (e.g.,
making claims, supports, logic, sound reasoning, rebuttal, evidence, etc.). The
participants (N=14) lacked the use of known terms or terminology accepted in the field.
The participants may have loosely alluded to argument, but used general definitions of
discussion. None of the participants used the labels, concepts, or multiple functions of
argument such as logic, reasoning, understanding, and evidence gleaned from real-world
engagement with informational texts in their definitions of argument in the classroom.
While Cher referred to “a lawyer defending a client,” a type of argument seen in the
social studies, no one seemed to identify the different types of argument, the purpose,
audience, and evidence used in language arts, science, or social studies. I did not expect
to see any reference to argument in math because the participants were language arts,
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science, and social studies teachers only. I noted that Brian, a 10 year ELA high school
teacher, did not respond when asked what argument was.
Implementation of Argument
When asked about strategies used to implement argument in the initial semistructured written interview, a little less than half (n=6) of the participants who were
responding to the interview questions attempted an explanation of strategies for teaching
argument. Of those who attempted an explanation (N=9), a little more than half of them
(n=5) explained what they did when they conducted arguments in their classes or what
they thought argument would look like if they were using it in their classes. Of those
participants (n=5) who did not attempt an initial answer in the semi-structured written
interview for describing implementation of argument, several (4 of 5) later addressed
implementation through their reflective journal responses on the first day about what
argument might look like in a classroom, how they would know it was taking place, and a
few even ventured to explain how they might teach argument. Other participants (n=4)
also added some of the phrases and ideas gathered in the initial circle map about
argument so I could not determine whether they would have used those terms if we had
not had the group discussion at the beginning of this study.
While they talked about what argument looked like, the participants’ own
explanations of previous implementation of strategies revealed inconsistencies in their
responses and their descriptions of their actions in the classroom. Their responses could
be categorized in several themes in terms of strategies used to teach, practice, and
implement argument. These responses ranged from no response (n=6) to strategies that
included more of the art of argument (n=2). I discuss these strategies in a progressive
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manner, from least knowledgeable to most closely-aligned with argument for maximum
learning.
No answer. As stated earlier, several participants (n=6) did not answer or said
they did not know the answer to any of the questions about how argument works in a
classroom, what strategies they use to teach argument, or how they would know good
arguments were taking place. For example, three participants (i.e., Brian, Carlie, and
Cher) either did not respond when asked how argument works or stated directly they did
not know how argument works. These three teachers were from the same school in the
same school district with a new principal. In the previous school year, they had a
consultant hired by the conservator (a state-appointed superintendent of a system taken
over by the state education department) who came into their school and taught their
English classes, but she did not provide PD to the teachers. Cher was not able to
articulate how she knew a good argument was taking place by honestly stating, “I am not
sure I would know a good argument.” Stephanie and Lori readily admitted that they had
not taught argument to their students. Stephanie even explained further, “I want to know
how to implement argument. I hope to learn strategies during this institute.”
Modeling. A second category of implementation strategies for argument that
emerged was the strategy of modeling (n=3). For example, Don said that he used
modeling first by “using an issue of my own to argue”. Charlene, who also said she did
not know how to implement argument, stated that her “understanding is limited” and that
she would “model the expected behaviors and show the purpose”. These were the only
two participants who predicted that modeling would help students learn the art of
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argument through observation. Carlie indicated that comparing good arguments and bad
arguments or showing examples and non-examples of argument would be a good way to
teach or implement argument in a classroom. As an example, Carlie shared, “I would
show students argument through looking at good examples and bad examples of
argument.” Her belief was that students would analyze written arguments so they could
craft their own arguments in classroom conversations. She was the only participant who
mentioned using good and bad arguments to demonstrate what good argument was.
Discussion and opinion-taking. The next category of responses (n=5) was
divided into discussion strategies and opinion strategies; however, as I analyzed them, I
collasped them into one category, which made sense because they overlapped one
another so much. For example, Natalie’s discussion strategy was “teaching accountable
talk” (Michaels, O’Conner, & Resnick, 2007). She also described how she would have
students, “state a position with evidence, listening to everyone, and responding/reacting
to peers.” Only Blaine talked about using guiding questions. Her response was added to
this category because it seemed her implication was that guided questions would promote
discussion. She mentioned that using guided questioning helped to “make sure students
understand why they think something”. Understanding why they think something would
be referring to their opinion on a topic. Blaine expressed several of the participants’
understandings when she further tried to explain this strategy through saying that
“students defend or explain their stand on a topic.” The overarching idea in this group of
responses was that students would be able to engage in argument when they identified an
opinion they agreed with or believed in.
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Debate. The next category of strategies was the implementation of debate within
a classroom. While debate is one type of discussion strategy in a classroom, not all
argument is debate. However, all but two teachers’ description of argument (n=12)
included the idea of debate in their initial definitions of argument, a very narrow view of
argument. For example, Carlie described one of her strategies for implementing argument
as “establishing rules and give steps to a great debate.” Vanessa talked about how she
used topics covered in class and having students “make arguments on issues”. The use of
the wording “make arguments” made me think that Vanessa was thinking of argument
only as a discussion around a topic with participants taking polar opposites whose only
purpose was to win. While many of the participants described debate as the definition of
argument, only four teachers mentioned debate as a strategy for teaching argument.
Perspective-taking. The next category from the participants revealed they
thought perspective-taking (n=3) was an important strategy in teaching argument to their
students. Blaine said that in argument, “students listen to other people as well, and they
are able to learn different perspectives.” Lori felt it was important for students to “see
things from a different perspective”. While Vanessa did not use the word perspective, she
did talk about her students possessing the ability to “analyze the pros and cons” of a
claim or point of view. She also described the strategy of “giving students opportunities
to see conflicts from different viewpoints.” These three teachers of all the participants
involved, equated teaching argument with teaching students to take multiple perspectives.
Reasoning with Evidence. A final category that emerged was the strategy of
reasoning with evidence (n=2). Reasoning with evidence was explained in several
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different ways. Natalie expressed her understanding of reasoning with evidence by
adding the importance of critical listening through “listening to others” as well as
“responding and reacting to peers.” Reasoning with evidence was obvious in Vanessa’s
statement that “students must look at the facts, issues, and morals in a society." These
two teachers understood that reasoning with evidence was an important part of argument
and needed to be taught for students to engage in argument.
Throughout the data analysis of these first encounters, I realized that some of the
responses were echoes of the whole group conversations among myself and the
participants during the very first circle map activity. In the process of reviewing all of the
data, some of the answers given in the initial description of argument and their level of
understanding and their actual implementation strategies did not align. This was an
important observation at that point in the study. While some of the participants were able
to produce words that are associated with argument, they were not able to fully describe
strategies for teaching or what its implementation looked like in their classrooms. They
were, however, able to predict what they thought the barriers to implementation would
be, which is discussed in the next section.
Barriers to Implementation
In the process of explaining their perceptions of argument in the classroom,
several participants (n=9) also identified barriers to implementation. While the
participants knew implementation was important and beneficial, they had reservations
and fears about using argument in their classrooms. Their comments were grouped into
three categories: Lack of knowledge about topics, lack of procedures, and lack of ability
to argue logically.
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Lack of knowledge. First, some of the participants (n=7) expressed a concern
about the lack of knowledge students might have about topics chosen for argument. For
example, Vanessa felt that there might be “problems with particular topics”. She was
concerned that students might not have enough understanding to effectively argue. Blaine
had tried to implement argument with her third graders and realized that they did not
have “the background knowledge of a topic” to effectively argue. In contrast to her own
reservations about the ability of her students to argue, Blaine also mentioned that
argument was “harder with younger students” but that argument was important and
“needs to be done”.
Lack of procedure. Second, a couple of the participants (n=2) expressed a
concern about the lack of procedures for argument. Based on their previous comments
about argument as mostly a means of debate with a winner, the participants were fearful
that students would fight. Natalie said that she could “foresee things getting out of hand if
the students are not guided.” Lori came back specifically to argument as a “heated debate
that might not go well.” Carlie furthered addressed the lack of procedures for argument
by mentioning that “getting off topic” or by having a “lack of focus” would hinder the
ability of students to engage in effective argument. Almost half of the teachers (n=6)
expressed worry about procedures in their written interview.
Personal issues. Third, the participants (n=6) were worried that personal issues
and connections to topics used in argument would create a barrier to implementation of
argument. Charlene, while thinking about her students, said that it would be particularly
challenging to get students “who already have issues to be open.” Brian saw a problem
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with the implementation of argument in his high school class in “making sure students
don’t take things to a personal level.” In addition to students taking others’ stances on
topics to a personal level, Don was afraid argument might “get…out of hand with
different strongly-instilled family beliefs.”
These barriers to implementation of argument were indicators of the limited
understanding most of the participants (n=12) had before any PD. The participants were
seeing argument as opinion-taking, polarizing conversations rather than collaborative
reasoning for the purpose of increased understanding or arguments developed around
trustworthy evidence from research. They assumed that argument was a debate with the
purpose of winning, rather than an interaction of ideas for the purpose of understanding.
In summary of the participants' understandings about argument, most of the
teachers (n=12) in the summer institute were able to craft general definitions of argument
and implementation. Their definitions of argument were limited mostly to adversarial
argument, and they had very few ideas about how to implement argument into their
teaching. I describe next their attitudes about argument.
Teachers’ Initial Attitudes Related to the Use of Argument
Attitudes about argument are important to consider when encouraging the
implementation of argument. Whether teachers think argument is necessary, offers better
opportunities for their students to engage in authentic conversations, or encourages
critical thinking skills, these thoughts and attitudes matter when teachers begin to develop
units and lesson plans. In order to assess the attitudes about argument before PD, I
returned to the written responses to my interview questions administered the first day of
training in argument. In this section, I share the data collection for the research question
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addressing attitudes about the importance of argument and attitudes about the ability to
design instruction.
Importance of Argument
Belief that argument should be taught but no benefit listed. For argument to
be important, participants must have a sense of the benefits it brings to the classroom.
Three of the fourteen participants either did not give a benefit or did not see value in the
use of argument. Charlotte and Charlene did not attempt to respond to the prompt for any
benefits in the classroom. Charlotte said it was “as important as any other skill. Argument
is a much-needed skill and should be taught, but I'm not really sure at the moment why.”
Even though she stated that it was important, she did not comment on its use in her
classroom. In addition, Charlene wrote “It is very important.” Both these teachers
recognized the importance of argument, but did not provide any other reasoning or
evidence to support their claims. Believing that argument is important and then acting on
that belief are two different things. Carlie also replied, “I am not sure right now of the
benefits of teaching argument.” While not everyone on the campus of these teachers
responded negatively about the importance of argument, I found it interesting that all
three of these teachers came from the same campus. This group of three teachers had a
belief but no action or reasoning for why argument might be important to their
classrooms.
Engagement in authentic interactions. Another set of responses (n=6) indicated
that participants thought that argument provided for authentic interactions among
students and their peers. Charlotte, who had said that she knew it was important, but she
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did not know why, also said that it “prepares you for real world”, so she must have
thought more deeply about the importance of argument and added this to her responses.
While she acknowledged that argument was connected to authentic learning, this
response seems to be in contrast to her earlier statement that she did not know its
benefits.
Natalie also described the importance of argument when she said, “I can benefit
by being able to communicate effectively now and throughout life. My students will
benefit by learning this life skill early.” She identified argument as a communication life
skill she, along with her eighth-grade students, needed.
While Natalie considered argument important as a life skill, Vanessa thought
argument was important because it “prepares students for the workforce” and that
argument demanded that “students must look at facts, issues and morals in a society.”
Preparing for the workforce and understanding society are two out-of-school skills that
would qualify as authentic learning goals of in-school involvement in argument. Natalie
and Vanessa were the only two teachers to mention authentic learning.
Multiple perspectives. In a time when tolerance, acceptance, and understanding
of multiple perspectives is highly valued, Stephanie said that argument was important
because it shows that “everyone has their (sic) ow opinion about things in the world…it
would allow children to see different points of view.” In addition, several others alluded
to understanding the opinions of others or others’ views. For example, Lori said argument
“teaches them to listen to other viewpoints even though they have their own”. Vanessa
said, “it gives students opportunities to see conflicts from different viewpoints.” Six

149

teachers in all strongly supported the importance of argument to teach multiple
perspective taking, a highly-valued skill in the CCSS and other national standards.
Taking a stand. Another response that surfaced when asked about the importance
of argument was the teachers’ understanding that argument helped their students to take a
stand. Sometimes they described taking a stand as having their own opinions. While
opinion-taking is not as strong as claim-making in argument, it is the pre-curser to
making a claim with warrants and supports. For example, Cher believed that argument
was important because it “teaches students to have their own opinions.” and argument
“equips you on how to use effective support for validating a point.” “Validating a point”
would be Cher’s way of saying that students are making a claim, so they would be
validating a claim. She believed in the importance of argument to also help students
provide supports for their claims, an indication that argument also gives purpose to
informational texts and research, a needed aspect according to Ness (2011).
One of the middle school teachers, Lori, said argument was important because it
was “a good source to help students get a point across instead of fighting as well as to
respect each other's opinion even if they don't agree with the other opinion.” While she
did not use the word claim, “get a point across” was her way of saying that the students
were verbalizing, defending, and communicating a claim. These were the only two
teachers to mention taking a stand.
Critical thinking. Critical thinking as a part of argument made the use of
argument important as well as the other categories mentioned. Critical thinking is the
component of argument that requires full engagement from the students. Only a few
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(n=3) of the fourteen participants indicated that argument was important because of the
opportunity for critical thinking.
Vanessa, one of the seventh grade English teachers, elaborated a little more when
she wrote “Argument is important because it helps them to learn to analyze information
given. It is also necessary if students are going to learn how to think critically. My
understanding is that students must be able to use fact and logic to come to terms with
issues. Argument helps students understand that life is not just about black and white…”
Vanessa included in her response many of the important skills and knowledge
needed to think through, or, in her words, “to come to terms” with issues. Some of the
most important words in her response were “analyze information” (critical listening and
reading), “use fact and logic” (critical thinking), and “life is not just about black and
white” (critically thinking to identify assumptions and qualifiers). Critical thinking is a
skill that is experienced in the classroom and the real world through the kinds of
authentic learning that challenges students to engage in more rigorous learning
experiences.
Perception of argument instruction
Thus far in this section, I have described teacher attitudes about argument and its
importance in the classroom. Next, the second part of attitudes about argument, teachers’
ability to design instruction, is discussed. Even though teachers thought argument was an
important, almost necessary, skill to teach, their answers to written interview questions
were idealistic about the importance of argument and did not portray their actual practice.
Their attitudes about designing effective instruction in argument were determined by how
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much they engaged their students in argument and how well they described their design
decisions in crafting argument lessons with their students.
Frequency of use. The first data I examined were the self-reported frequencies of
argument usage in participants’ classrooms. The frequency of argument usage indicated
how comfortable the participants were with designing conversations around argument.
Table 7 below lists the participants’ self-evaluations of how often they used argument
and how comfortable they felt using argument. The table is organized from most frequent
to least frequent use of argument.
Table 7
Frequency of use: According to initial interviews
Participant

Frequency of Use

Comfort Level

Natalie

Always (“planned
or not”)

“Comfortable because I guide my students and
know when to end it. I am calm. I have a learned a
good deal. I would like to gain more
understanding”

Charlotte

Daily

“Fairly comfortable…I get too involved in my
side…I fail to view all ideas.”

Vanessa

Often

On a scale of 1 (least comfortable) to 10 (very
comfortable), 5

Dan

Sometimes

“Comfortable as a process used over time”

Cher

A Little

“Moderate”

Carlie

At least once a nine
weeks

On a scale of 1 (least comfortable) to 10 (very
comfortable), 6

Evie

Sometimes during
discussions

“I will be comfortable.”
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Table 7 (continued)
Participant

Frequency of Use

Comfort Level

Stephanie

Not a lot

“I believe that once I am shown how to teach
argument, I would have a high comfort level.”

Blaine

Not much

“So, so. It’s harder with younger students but
needs to be done.”

Lori

Never

“I’m okay with it, just have to set ground rules… I
don’t see myself as a debater, except with my
son.”

Brian

No answer

“I can learn more. I have room to grow.”

Charlene

No answer

“I haven’t really taught my students how to
argue….limited understanding…feel great about
student discussions.” On a scale of 1 (least
comfortable) to 10 (very comfortable), 5

A few of the participants (n=3) struggled with an answer for the comfort level
they felt with using argument in their classrooms. When they struggled describing their
comfort levels, I helped to clarify the answer by verbally creating a scale from one to ten,
one being least comfortable to 10 being very comfortable, and asked where they saw
themselves on that scale. The other participants responded according to their own
descriptions of their comfort levels.
One of the participants, Charlotte, said, “My third-grade class argues every day.”
In addition, she wrote, “I feel fairly comfortable with teaching argument.” Yet this same
teacher also said, “I don’t really know how to implement argument in my classroom. I
hope to learn how in the institute.” Charlotte’s inconsistencies in responses indicate that
she might have been unsure of exactly what argument was and how she could
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purposefully plan for it. While her self-evaluation of comfort was “fairly comfortable”,
her lack of detail in describing how she planned for argument created a conundrum of
sorts.
A middle school language arts teacher, Natalie, said, “I constantly present my
students with situations in which they have to take a stand.” She also believed that she
incorporated argument into her class every day whether it was planned or not planned.
Natalie described the strategies she used, such as, “teaching accountable talk” and
“pulling silly topics”. She also recorded, “I know when to end an argument so that it
doesn't get out of hand.” When thinking about her comfort level with teaching argument,
she was able to say, “I’ve learned a good deal. I would like to have more understanding.”
Charlotte and Natalie, while saying they were somewhat comfortable with argument,
knew they needed to learn more so that they could design lessons using argument more
confidently and intentionally.
The rest of the responses varied from never (n=1), to sometimes (n=2), to once
every nine weeks (n=1). Only two participants failed to respond as to the frequency of
use of argument in their lessons. Though Vanessa said she used argument often, later in
the interview, she could not describe any strategies or lessons she had designed to teach
argument to her students. She described her comfort level as a five on a scale of one to
ten. To rate oneself as a five is to give a completely neutral rating, not good and not bad.
This neutral rating indicated that she was not as comfortable with designing instruction as
she wanted to be.
A further response by Don suggested that he used argument to stimulate student
interest by letting his students find a side they believed in within the premise of a fun
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activity to take a break. He reported that his class engaged in argument sometimes. While
he was able to describe a strategy he used, it was not connected to claims, evidence,
reasoning, or logic. The type of strategy he described seemed more like an exercise in
opinion-taking. Interestingly, he reported that he felt comfortable with argument as a
process used over time.
Lori was one of those teachers who honestly evaluated herself. She readily
admitted that she had never taught argument. Her response would resonate with teachers
who had not had training in argument when she said, “I don’t know how this works,”
much like Stephanie’s response when she said she would teach argument if she knew
how. Her hopes were to learn how in the institute. Stephanie said, “I believe that once
I’m shown how to teach argument, I would have a high comfort level.” This statement
supported the idea that teachers do not want to teach what they do not understand.
Brian and Charlene did not give any reply to the interview question that
concerned the frequency of use in their classrooms. Brian’s comfort level response, “I
can learn more. I have room to grow,” indicated a positive attitude toward learning about
argument and using it in his own instruction. Charlene, on the other hand, while
admitting she had not taught her students to argue and that she had “limited
understanding” felt that her students “had good classroom discussions.” She was not
convinced that she needed to become more comfortable with argument because, in her
estimation, she already had good classroom discussions.
This group of teachers had documented their perceived understandings, what they
thought argument was, what it might look like in a classroom, their own ability to teach
it, and why it might or might not be important to the learning process for their students.
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At times the teachers struggled with the disequilibrium the PD caused for them. After
each session, their understandings and attitudes changed and expanded.
Teachers’ Changed Understandings Related to the Use of Argument as a Result of
Professional Development
Data were collected to determine the changes in teachers’ understandings and
perceptions of argument after their encounters with PD and an opportunity to implement
their revised understandings and attitudes for argument. In the following sections, I
describe how understandings changed as evidenced by participants’ definitions and ways
of implementing argument. After describing how understandings changed, I focus on
how participants' attitudes toward argument changed and their thoughts concerning the
importance of argument to the learning process, as well as how comfortable they felt
developing lessons around argument.
Change in Understandings of Argument
Throughout the study, the participants were documenting the increased
knowledge in their own understanding of argument, in their perceptions of argument’s
value to their students, and in the types of strategies needed for successful argument. For
example, almost immediately, the participants began to see argument as a means of
understanding, rather than a fight. In addition, some of the participants did not initially
see the value of argument. Their initial beliefs about argument were that it would provide
opportunity for chaos and more disagreement in their classrooms. Their perception of
argument was broadened when they began to see argument as a way to respectfully share
ideas.
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Definitions of argument. Because of the readings in the CCSS, Language Arts,
Appendix A, the participants were immediately able to describe the difference between
argument and persuasion. Since the previous curriculum framework had demanded
teaching of persuasion, all participants understood what persuasion was. Contrasting
argument to persuasion was a good place to begin. An example of understanding was
very succinctly recorded by Fran, “Argument is looking at both sides; persuasion is trying
to get somebody to do something.” Natalie said that argument “was not persuasion. It is
taking a position and defending it with evidence from primary sources”. Understanding
the particular brand of persuasion that argument encapsulates challenges teachers to more
purposefully use it. Four other areas of increased understanding were that argument (1)
means respectfully sharing opinions, (2) encourages students to consider more than one
side respectfully, (3) gives meaning to research and informational texts, and (4) values
evidence and uses evidence in a reasonable, logical way during meaningful discussions.
Respectfully sharing opinions. While participants’ initial responses prior to PD
included statements that indicated teachers understood there was more than one side to an
issue, responses focused mainly on the fact that each person in an argument had one
opinion and only focused on that opinion. Teachers' understandings were changing,
however, as a result of PD. For example, several teachers (n=4) shared statements
regarding the importance of respectfully sharing opinions. Charlotte, a fourth grade
teacher, identified argument as allowed students to "disagree productively and to have
personal views: as important as any other skill; teaches students to respect others’
opinions while they still have their own.” The addition of “respect” to her definition
indicated an increased understanding of the purpose of argument. Blaine also added the
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idea of respect when she wrote, “Argument is respectfully sharing opinions; the
classroom is a safe environment for sharing opinions.” The use of the word “opinion”
was appropriate for elementary teachers because the state curriculum framework used the
term opinion through fifth grade.
Natalie, a middle school teacher, also defined argument as, “respectfully stating
and defending your position.” The mention of the word “respectfully” moved the
definition of argument away from debate and toward understanding. The word
“defending” indicated that Natalie understood the value of support for a claim, or as she
stated, "a statement of one’s position."
Lori explained her shift in understanding argument when she said, “Before the
training, I thought that argument was just expressing why your side should be heard and
done. Now I think that it is more of expressing your point of view with proof and then
listening to other’s opinions without taking offense.” The addition of the expression
“without taking offense” was an important indicator that Lori was broadening her concept
of argument from one of an adversarial argument to an argument for a better
understanding of others' views, which demonstrates a deeper understanding.
More than one side. All the participants (N=14) mentioned that reviewing both
sides of an issue before making a decision and throughout the argument process was an
important component of argument, although they all had understanding at different
levels. However, a few participants (n=3) still held to the idea that an argument was a
debate or adversarial discussion. Vanessa called it a “debate about a topic or issue”. Fran
described argument as simply a “debate setting”. Charlotte said argument was “students
disagreeing with facts or examples to back them up”. Charlene still did not understand
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exactly what the purpose or definition of argument was when she said, “I am not familiar
with the concept completely. I would think it would be about debating one’s ideas and
feelings toward a subject.”
An example of the ways other participants’ (n=4) ideas about argument had
changed was Don, who described argument as “a discussion that looks at both sides of an
issue.” His response very basically described the process of open-mindedness toward
different claims as opposed to dogmatic adherence to one claim. Three other teachers
commented on the importance of considering more than one point of view. Among the
three was Blaine who mentioned that argument can “enlighten students on people having
different views." These responses showed that these three teachers were beginning to
understand that argument helped students consider more than two views of an issue.
Their explanations indicated that argument would provide for multiple points of view for
students rather than two opposing points of view.
Perhaps Carlie provided the most complete definition of argument in terms of
more than one point of view when she described it as, “Mutual respect and multiple sides:
all listening, learning, questioning…Shows both sides, but proves why one is better.”
Through Carlie’s definition, she added the conversational aspect of argument and the idea
of better claim rather than the best, or the only correct, claim. Lori’s addition of the
sentence, “It’s o.k. to be different,” is evidence of the shift from debate to collaborative
argument.
These participants’ definitions of argument changed in many ways after PD
encounters. Their definitions of argument became more multi-dimensional. They were
able to identify different kinds of argument and explain their function in a classroom.
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Once definitions were broadened, the teachers’ perceptions of how they would implement
also changed. In the next section, I explain how the teachers planned to implement
argument as well as the actual implementation once they returned to their classrooms.
Implementation of argument. In the initial interviews and conversations with
participants, most (n=13) of them had not had much experience with the implementation
of argument in their own classrooms. When they were asked about implementation, their
answers were reiterations of our initial brainstorming and opening discussions about
argument. The answers included implementation of argument as a discussion strategy for
meaningful conversations, a catalyst for research, and a schema for structure.
Argument as discussion strategy. While some (n=2) of the participants had
mentioned argument as a discussion strategy before training, they were not able to
elaborate on the goals or intentional use of argument to promote meaningful
conversations. In contrast, their responses after PD described the use of argument as
discussion that was organized, planned, and purposeful. Several participants (n=8) knew
argument was more than talking about random topics. Whereas before PD, some of them
(n=3), like Natalie, pulled “silly topics” about which to argue or Brian who said, “I just
put a twist on a topic and let them go,” now the participants knew argument as a strategy
for discussion was meaningful and important.
Instead of argument in the form of discussion having no real structure or purpose,
a small group of participants (n=3) could be represented by Brian when he described how
he would implement argument through approaching it as “an organized process that
requires planning and involves more than simple discussion. I would pose a question that
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would facilitate a healthy debate and require reflection from my students.” His
understanding of argument as an “organized process” in which he would pose a question
rather than just bring up random topics showed how much he realized that argument was
purposeful and required personal engagement from his students.
Like Brian, Charlotte’s organizational planning for implementation included
engagement from her students, but whereas before her plan included only modeling for
implementation, she now included researching, forming and sharing opinions. She also
included the important aspect of implementation that involved sharing in a safe
environment rather than a fighting atmosphere. Charlotte’s comments included the
following, “My students will be able to defend what they think, respectfully share
opinions, research to form opinions. I will be able to model for my students and create a
safe environment for sharing opinions.” In her response, she had the steps for interactions
organized as far as the kinds of thinking, interacting, and preparation students would need
for argument in her classroom.
The idea of organized, productive discussion was further expressed by Blaine
when she described implementation as, “talking amongst students,” and Evie when she
said, “come to an understanding rather than just argue.” The ideas of talking and coming
to an understanding show the kinds of outcomes expected when these teachers
implemented argument. Because they could identify these specific outcomes, their
implementation of argument became a more structured goal for them.
Argument as a catalyst for research. As the participants engaged in arguments
during PD, they (n=9) saw how argumentative discussions must be supported by
evidence from research. The application of their learning from their own experiences
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helped the participants realize that research was important to the implementation of
argument. Evie made the connection between discussion and argument when she wrote,
“Arguments are not attitudes…they are research-based discussions where individuals
learn to listen and learn from others.” Another aspect of effective research Evie identified
was the use of critical thinking skills to appropriately evaluate resources. She said,
“Argument is very important in building critical thinking skills. Students are taught to use
factual information and evaluate documents.” According to Evie, finding and identifying
factual information along with evaluating primary and secondary documents were
important skills to the implementation of argument.
After experiencing the activities in PD, Charlotte gained a greater understanding
of how to use argument in her classroom. She shared, “I have had students take part in
things that resembled arguments, but …I did not understand the value of having students
give their own points during a fellow student’s claims. This will make the finished
arguments more powerful because students can see the weak points in their arguments
and conduct research to strengthen their finished product.”
Charlotte’s new-found knowledge about argument enabled her to compare past
arguments between her students with future arguments, but she could also determine the
difference between a well-constructed argument and an argument without sufficient
supports. Cher expressed the same knowledge when she wrote:
I have a clearer understanding of how it works and how it can be
implemented in our classroom. I understand now that I must state a
claim, and find credible, reliable resources to validate and support my
claim.
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After engaging in arguments themselves, the participants’ (n=6) implementation
of argument was increased in that they saw its benefit in the authentic engagement in
research and use of informational texts to develop the claims needed for stronger, more
reasonable, and more logical arguments. Charlotte’s statement about “students
disagreeing with facts or examples to back them up” and Charlene’s comment that one
should “justify your point with actual facts and information” were examples of the
participants’ increased understanding - using facts or examples strengthens an argument;
therefore, argument gives meaning to research and informational text. In order to engage
in argument, one must have evidence. Depending on the discipline, evidence can be
different things; however, for language arts-based instruction, the evidence found through
research of informational texts was demonstrated. The participants saw argument as a
way to engage their students with informational texts for authentic purposes.
To defend claims, the participants (n=8) began to add to their definitions of
argument that claims must be supported. To this end, Dan mentioned that a student “pulls
multiple resources to prove a side.” Natalie was a little more specific in the gathering of
data or use of informational texts by saying that argument included “taking a position and
defending it with evidence from primary sources”. Evie added more detail to the idea of
research and informational texts when she said, “Argument requires students to find
informative information, and to use resources to make choices and take a stand.” Her
point that resources were not only to defend a stand, but to also make a stand
demonstrated a significant increased understanding.
Using informational texts was further supported for Carlie when she said,
“Argument teaches respect and research skills and requires students use research and
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support information for good arguments.” Charlene also connected argument to the value
of informational texts and research when she described argument as “Students
disagreeing with facts and giving examples to back them up. Student must incorporate
factual credible information.” The use of claims supported by informational texts and the
research required to find those texts was an important addition to the participants’
understanding of argument.
The participants’ understanding (n=8) of the definition of argument definitely
became more refined as their responses were getting longer, more detailed, and more
academic. In addition to respectfully sharing opinions, identifying that there was more
than one side to a claim, giving students an increased value of informational texts, the
participants also defined another component of argument as using evidence in a
reasonable, logical way. For example, Charlene said that she now understood that
argument required claims “supported by logical reasoning”. Evie talked about the
decision-making process in using resources, when she wrote that students must “use
resources to make choices and take a stand”. Finding evidence and using it in a logical
way were understood as two different things. Evidence used appropriately and logically
was considered important for a good argument. The participants realized that whereas
persuasion was dependent on emotions, an argument was developed through the use of
reason and logic.
Reason implied the use of critical thinking and analysis. Critical thinking as an
important part of argument was voiced by almost all (n=12) the participants in one way
or another. It was supported by Brian when he said argument “involves critical thinking”.
Critical thinking was thought of as a process of taking in information in multiple ways
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and judging the validity, soundness, and dependability of that information – reasoning
about acceptance or rejection of information.
Evie included critical thinking, factual information, evaluation, and listening. She
said, “Argument is very important in building critical thinking skills. Students are taught
the correct way to debate using factual information and evaluate documents. Arguments
are not attitudes about having disagreements…they are research-based adult discussions
where individuals learn to listen and learn from others.” While Evie still held to the idea
of debate, her comment that “individuals learn to listen and learn from others” indicated
she was beginning to understand the collaborative nature of argument that builds content
knowledge rather than the adversarial argument.
Analysis was a component of critical thinking and was essential as a part of the
reasoning process in argument that participants did not initially understand. Analysis was
added to the understanding of Charlene when she said she felt that the use of argument,
“helps them (students) learn to analyze information given.” The process of analysis for
students implied the judging of evidence and application of its value to an argument. This
process of sifting and sorting demonstrated deep thinking and sophisticated thinking
processes for children.
Reasoning was an important step in applying the thinking processes of argument.
Reasoning that included critical thinking through analysis was partnered with logic for an
argument to be deemed appropriate. Charlene's comment about her students learning to
analyze information confirmed critical thinking through analysis. The addition of the dual
concepts of reasoning and logic was what really helped the participants differentiate
argument from persuasion. For example, Cher described argument as “Two informed
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positions about a certain topic supported by logical reasoning/support.” Her use of the
term “informed positions” indicated that Cher understood that research and informational
texts were important; however, they were not enough. She also included the fact that they
must be supported by logical reasoning and supports. Arguments must be constructed in a
logical way, using informational text as well as other evidences to make sense and build
upon safe assumptions.
Argument as schema. Argument as a schema was presented in PD based on the
benefits of creating a schema, an expected pattern to use while engaging in argument.
Don commented that if PD had begun with AST, he would have understood how to
implement argument sooner. He said, “We went through each of the five steps … before
compiling our final argument. After today’s lesson, I felt much better about using and
teaching argument in the classroom.” He even went so far as to say he wished we had
started the PD with an explanation of AST.
Don’s response revealed that he understood AST, based on Toulmin’s argument
(1958, 2003) as a strategy that labels each part of argument and gives a patterned
structure, or schema, for developing an argument. The participants (N=12) saw this as a
way to break down argument so that they could teach its individual components to their
students. Lori explained how AST would give her students the opportunity to enjoy
argument while doing complex cognitive skills through the processes of reading, writing,
listening, speaking, and evaluating the strength of one another’s argument.
According to the participants (n=9), creating a definition for a standard and
implementing the expectations of that standard were two different things. The complexity
of defining and then the complexity of applying were understood by the participants from
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simple to more complex. Lori’s response was a good example of a participant who could
define argument on the second day of PD, but who did not understand argument until she
engaged in it herself on the third day. Lori commented, “Argument theory helps me
understand. I also understand that my students need to collect data to form an opinion.
My students will enjoy using this method.” The fact that Lori identified using AST as a
method was a testimony to her understanding of how to break down the components of
argument as she taught.
Don and Lori were representatives of what most of the teacher group learned
about the teaching of argument. They saw the use of AST as a way to create arguments
that facilitate discussions, promote research, develop claims, and value evidence. Like
Evie said, “The process of using AST gives me a chance to facilitate and witness
discussions.” Reviewing participants’ plans for implementing argument showed
tremendous growth in their understanding of how to teach argument.
PD that affected the most growth in understanding. While argument as
discussion and argument as evidence through research were good indicators that
participants had an understanding more aligned with the academic requirements of
argument in the standards, the strongest indicator of their increased understanding of
implementation was through their encounters with AST (Reznitskaya et al., 2001) and the
implementation of AST during PD. The participants became my students while we
authentically researched round robin reading. Blaine was very deliberate and had lots to
say about the use of AST as a strategy in her classroom:
Argument theory helps me understand. I also understand that my students need to
collect data to form an opinion. My students will be required to work in order to
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effective argue. I also now understand the value of the counter-argument,
specifically making a claim, and gathering reliable evidence. Before now, I was
not sure how to teach the students how to write an argument. The students can
now use the argument theory to organize their writing. They also will have a
better idea how to research. I like the collecting data and making a claim because
students often times don’t look at data before making/ forming an opinion. I also
like that they have to have reasons because this ensures they know what they’re
talking about. I plan to use this in my class this year.
Blaine showed amazing growth in her perceptions and understandings about
argument after instruction in AST and engaging in an authentic argument. After the PD
session of engagement with AST, Natalie also expressed how AST helped her understand
how an argument was constructed:
I did not know the steps to guide a student to create an argument. Collecting data
is first. I did not know that. Having students look for “appropriate” resources first
will help them make their claim. I also learned to teach the students to anticipate
counter arguments by listening to their classmates while they have a purpose for
learning and for speaking. Now I do. I also understand the importance of
classroom discussions in which I don’t take sides. My students have to listen with
a purpose, not just be quiet.
Upon the suggestion to think about what the participants knew before and after
the third day of PD, Natalie revealed some of her flawed thinking before PD, and
documented her own growth after PD. Natalie had used argument in her class before this
summer PD training event. She had engaged her students in accountable talk as well.
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However, her comments were a clear example of how teachers were struggling with the
pedagogy for argument. She did not know that data collecting was essential first, and then
making a claim based on reliable evidence was necessary. She had not pushed her
students to engage in meaningful speaking and listening skills, but she was ready now.
Changes in Attitudes about Argument
Attitudes about argument took time to change. Whereas understandings of
argument had been changed through definition, readings, models, and exposure to
argument, changing attitudes was a more complex process. Because so much of what
teachers do depends on their attitude for teaching, I documented shifts and changes in
attitudes at the end of the PD. The PD process included three days across the month of
June, one Saturday the following September, and a final Saturday the following February
– five days in all. From the final reflections, notes, and conversations, I was able to
determine how much participant attitudes had changed regarding argument. Three areas
of participants' change in attitudes was the strengthening of multiple perspectives,
opportunity for authentic learning, and the impossible becoming possible.
Strengthening of Multiple Perspectives. The participants (N=14) more highly
valued argument because it strengthened the opportunity for seeing multiple perspectives
around claims for their students. The practice of looking at multiple perspectives meant
that everyone’s voice was important. The participants saw this as a positive force in their
classes. For example, Don described the shift in his thinking when he wrote about the
role of argument in his own classroom:
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Before the completion of training, I thought that argument was a lead in to a
knock-down, drag-out. It was not a type of writing and discussion like
Descriptive, Opinion, or Persuasive writing. It was a thing people did when they
were upset and angry with other views and opinions of another person. Now I
think argument has a role in strengthening the writing and world views of every
student and peer involvement. It forces students to see more than just their ideas.
Students must look and research their ideas, as well as finding the parts of their
argument that need defending to build a counter-point.
Don’s mention of “world views”, seeing “more than just their ideas”, and building “a
counter-point” were evidence that his positive attitude about argument included the
process of his students looking outside themselves. The development of multiple
perspectives was valuable to cultivate within the students because they were learning that
they had something to say as well as something of which to listen. The idea of multiple
perspectives allowed Don's students to increase their civic competence, empathy for
others, and become responsible adults in a democratic society
Another participant, Vanessa, shared, “My students have a hard time thinking past
their own needs. Using argument makes them look at the needs of others. My students
have to consider counter-arguments, multiple perspectives, and multiple outcomes.”
Vanessa had taught at a school where students had trouble respecting one another and the
faculty. Through argument, she saw a tool that would give a great authentic reason for
learning and a natural reason to consider one another and perspectives other than their
own.
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Authentic learning opportunities. Another reason for a positive attitude about
argument in the classroom was that argument provided for authentic learning
opportunities in all content areas. Through the process of the PD, some of the participants
(n=6) saw the opportunity to orchestrate authentic learning situations with argument.
Leigh described an example of the use of argument in a content area to support authentic
learning when she said:
Argument is the best way to get students to take ownership in the lesson. I can
implement it in all my classes. Argument is a way to express your viewpoint with
proof and a way to listen to others without taking offense.
Leigh saw argument as a viable means to her content in all classes, as well as a
support for students’ intrinsic motivation. Getting students to take ownership in class
gave Leigh good cause to think positively about argument. Fran exhibited more in-depth
thinking regarding students’ ability to focus on a topic when she commented that
argument was, “…a great way to get students to think critically instead of just babbling in
circles.” Her description of discussion as “babbling in circles” creatively defined student
discussions without a clear purpose.
Authenticity was also addressed by Charlotte who said argument would “prepare
students for the real world”. When Brian mentioned that his lessons were “extensions of
different issues covered”, he was tearing down the walls between the classroom and the
world, and authentic learning was taking place because he was adhering to the heart of
argument that topics must have meaning for the student and be debatable. Real world,
authentic experiences that were engaging for students helped teachers to value argument
as a classroom strategy.
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The impossible becoming possible. Three of the recurring responses at the
beginning of the PD for argument were the ideas that argument was not appropriate for
all grade levels, argument might turn into a fight, and that students would not be able to
argue about a specific topic. However, Blaine epitomized the change in attitude many
participants’ (n=5) shared after participating in the PD, when she responded in her last
reflection:
To be honest, I did not think much about it [argument]. I did not see the
importance of having argumentative discourse in the classroom. I thought it
would be too difficult for my kids, and I had no intentions of implementing it.
After training, I think every student no matter what age, is capable of thinking
through and defending their thoughts. Argumentative discourse should be taught
to students from day one because it is a method of teaching, and students need to
tell why they think what they do. I better see importance; it helps educate people
in different perspectives and opinions. It should be taught from day one because it
is very important and should be taught in classroom instruction.
Blaine’s response indicated that all ages could argue, argument was important, and that it
should be taught. Her honesty about her attitude towards argument at the beginning of the
PD when she said she had “no intentions of implementing it” was representative of
others’ concern about the value of argument to their particular student populations.
Another before and after response was shared by Natalie when she reflected on
her former ideas about argument and for what age group she originally believed it worked
best:
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Before training I thought argument was an idea best used in high school,
particularly in debate. It was a concept too advanced for my students. Now I think
all students benefit from the opportunity to research a claim, form an argument,
and hear the arguments of others.
Natalie’s understanding of argument had broadened as a result of her participation in PD,
and her confidence in her ability to explain argument to her students helped her realize
that her middle school students could successfully engage in argument. Changes in
participants’ attitudes about the importance of argument were powerful indicators of the
shifts in participant understanding and willingness to implement argument in their
instruction.
Changes in Argument Instruction
Once the participants’ changes in attitudes about their knowledge of argument
were extracted from the data, I then focused on their attitudes about designing instruction
for teaching argument because knowing about something and knowing how to teach
something are two very different understandings. Conceptual knowledge was necessary,
but would be ineffective in implementation if participants lacked pedagogical knowledge
for teaching. The ability to design instruction had its own set of challenges and attitudes.
To that end, I specifically documented participants’ changes in attitude about the
implementation of argument in their classrooms. Participants’ responses were organized
into four types of implementation strategies they employed: systematic argument
instruction, argument through close reading of informational texts, argument as an
opportunity to ask and answer questions through research, and argument as a process
through which both sides of an issue are researched and accepted or negated. I conclude
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this section by sharing problems the participants were continuing to have with
implementation in September, 2013 through our last PD session in February, 2014.
Embedded in these categories were the attitudes of the participants as they shared their
examples of implementation of strategies for the teaching of argument.
Argument can be taught systematically. After participating in PD, some of the
participants (n=7) equated the teaching of argument with teaching systematically through
a familiar schema or a set of specific steps. This systematic approach to teaching
argument gave confidence to most of the participants because instruction for argument
could easily be organized around each step or captured on a graphic organizer.
Argument schema theory (AST). Using AST was a strategy participants (n=12)
shared to help them feel more confident in teaching argument to their students. Brian
demonstrated this understanding when he said, “I feel more confident in my ability to
implement. The process of using AST gives me a chance to facilitate and witness
discussions.” Before the PD, Brian did not attempt to express his attitudes about the
implementation of argument, and he admitted that he was not sure how to teach
argument. Blaine also shared, “I feel better about implementing argument. I know the
steps to developing an argument.” In her original comments, Blaine did not mention steps
to an argument as a method of instruction. The identification of the schema of argument
created a systematic way to evaluate arguments and engage in argument for the
participants and, in turn, their students.
Graphic organizers. The use of a graphic organizer to document claims, warrants,
supports, evidence, anticipate counter-arguments, and plan rebuttals gave the participants
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a systematic, concrete place from where to work with their students, whether those
students were third graders or tenth graders. Leigh talked about her improved attitude
about teaching argument through the use of a graphic organizer. “I used argument with
non-fiction text to get students acquainted with the process. We used a graphic organizer
to learn the craft of argument.” The graphic organizer to which Leigh referred was one
we had used during the PD (see Appendix B). The ability to organize argument around
labels for the purpose of instruction gave most of the participants (n=9) more confidence
to implement it in their classrooms. For example, Fran said, “I have more understanding
of argument. I now know how to use it effectively in the classroom. I know how to
implement the strategies. I believe that students will enjoy the argument more because
they can use it consciously.” Fran’s reference to “strategies” included the graphic
organizers used in PD and “use it consciously” demonstrated her confidence in her own
ability for planning instruction.
Knowing about Retznitskaya’s and Anderson’s (2002) AST and a variety of
argument graphic organizers that support Toulmin’s components of argument gave these
participants confidence to plan argument in their own classrooms. The tone of their
responses was indicative of educators who knew about what they were teaching. They
were armed and ready with these strategies and engaged their students in argument with
success.
Close reading and informational texts. A second set of strategies participants
(n=6) identified as giving them an increased ability to design instruction in argument and,
thus, more confidence, was the inclusion of close reading and the inclusion of authentic
purposes for informational texts. Close reading was a strategy taught in PD. At the time
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of the summer institute PD, the participants had not been exposed to the strategy of close
reading, its purpose for understanding complex texts, or its power in mining texts for
evidence. Through close reading of informational texts, the gathering of evidence as data
for making claims, gathering warrants or reasons, and anticipating counter-rebuttals was
a natural part of the close reading process. Close reading of informational texts opened
new possibilities with argument for these teachers. For instance, Lori reflected, “Students
have become better at revisiting the text as a result of using argument in the classroom.”
Her statement indicated that argument’s demand for logical, valid evidence authentically
required students to read and reread texts, an important component in close reading.
Leigh also discussed the power of argument as it related to the use of
informational texts. She said, “I used argument with non-fiction texts to get students
acquainted with the process. I don’t think teachers have really been presented with using
this process and as a result students have missed out on valuable learning.” The process
to which Leigh was referring was the process of close reading to mine a text for evidence
to support a claim or warrant. Leigh’s report that using non-fiction texts with argument
facilitated valuable learning was a strong indicator of her positive attitude based on her
increased ability to implement argument. She not only saw the importance of
informational texts for her students, but Leigh also understood the importance of
argument.
While Natalie did not specifically mention informational texts, she did share how
her students were expected to “find and use evidence for claims” and were “much better
versed in researching topics”. Natalie’s statement that students were “much better versed”
supported a positive increase in her attitude toward the instructional design of argument
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in her class. Her confidence in discussing what her students were able to do indicated an
improved attitude from the beginning of the PD when she said that she knew a little about
argument, but that she could learn more. Her references to evidence and research
indicated a very functional, authentic use of informational texts to support that evidence
and research agenda.
Asking and answering questions with evidence. Beyond close reading and the
importance of informational texts in making and defending arguments, some (n=4) of the
participants thought of preparation for argument as a process of asking and answering
questions with evidence. According to the participants, this evidence would be collected
through research. In this section, asking and answering questions with evidence is
discussed as questioning relates to designing instruction for argument.
Evidence. Through the planning of argument instruction, according to all
fourteen participants saw an opportunity for increased asking and answering questions
with evidence: a multi-faceted benefit that included the critical thinking and research
skills valuable in the preparation of students as they enter college or the workforce. For
example, Blaine explained her approach to design of instruction, “Any problem (easy or
hard) I push the students to figure out their answers on their own. I want students to be
able to tell me how they know something and why they think what they do.” Blaine’s
reference to students figuring out the answers on their own meant that in her classroom
students had opportunities to look for informational texts to construct deeper
understanding as seen in Figure 4 below.
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Figure 4.

Students creating presentations from the results of their own questioning

Infusing content lessons with argument. As a part of the PD, the teachers created
units around science or social students and were encouraged to use argument in those
units. All of the participants included argument in their plans, but some (n=6) specifically
talked about argument embedded in content lessons. Brian’s plan for instruction included
infusing his literature lessons with argument. He wanted his students to understand the
multiple perspectives offered through literature. He also provided opportunities for them
to develop their own beliefs, think critically about those beliefs, and conduct research to
defend those beliefs. He explained:
Argumentative discourse was not something I really thought about teaching in
isolation. Now I think that it is very important and should be included in
classroom instruction. I have a better understanding about the different aspects. I
tend to implement argumentative discourse into the literature lessons. My lessons
are extensions of different issues covered. My students are learning how to think
critical and justify their beliefs. My students conduct research to defend their
argument. I use a variety of resources to teach argumentative discourse.
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The positive shift in Brian’s attitude towards the implementation in argument
could be considered a complete turnaround from the first written interview questions that
asked about what argument strategies he used or what implementation might look like in
his classroom. In the initial interview, he left those questions blank. After the PD, he was
able to clearly and succinctly explain the use of argument infused into his content area.
Evie chose to center her argument around the early documents of the new country, i.e. the
Declaration of Independence and the Bill of Rights. Stephanie used science texts during
reading instruction with her third-graders to engage her students in argument. Stephanie’s
first comments about argument before PD were that she would use argument if she knew
how and that she hoped to find out how during the PD. Brian, Evie, and Stephanie gave
strong examples of how their attitudes and ability to implement argument changed and
impacted their students.
Important issues. Other participants (n=8) understood the process of asking and
answering questions as well as embracing research in authentic, positive ways. However,
they were able to couch questioning within conversations between students about issues
that really mattered to them in more sophisticated ways than just covering content. For
example, Fran shared that she required students to relive history and think critically about
how that history has been told. She shared:
I used argument in my social studies class. My students are learning how to think
critically and justify their beliefs. This argument prompted students to research
the topic of Abraham Lincoln, slavery, and the Civil War. I asked students to
argue whether Abraham Lincoln was a political genius or a slow emancipator.
Before the training, I thought the teaching of argument was going to be difficult to
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implement in my classroom. Now I think that argument is just a way for students
to think critically instead of just talking in circles. I have enjoyed implementing
the strategies that I have learned from the training.
Fran’s response indicated a purpose for questioning and research, a confidence in her
instructional planning, and an excitement about the implementation of argument. She also
mentioned the importance of knowing strategies to share with her students so they could
effectively engage in the process of argument. Fran’s response was also sprinkled with
important terms like “critical”, “justify”, and “research”. Her response additionally
exhibited the collective argument in which there may be many claims along a continuum,
so the process of argument for clarity and understanding is created. For Fran’s particular
proposition, there was no one correct answer. Students could have made claims anywhere
along the continuum. Her growth in understanding the purpose and power of argument
was phenomenal.
Asking and answering questions as well as using research to collect evidence
were two great strengths in instructional planning that participants included in their
reflections. Participants noted that critical reading, listening, and thinking required the
recurring process of asking and answering questions. The critical reading, listening, and
thinking skill set also requires students to conduct research for evidence in the answering
and asking questions about a topic.
Explaining both sides of an issue. Throughout this section, I shared participants’
thoughts regarding planning for instruction in argument. Participants have mentioned
planning for close reading, as well as their use of informational texts, asking and
answering questions, research, and evidence. The participants’ increased understanding
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of planning instruction for argument included one last component; the inclusion of
anticipation of the counter-argument and preparations for the rebuttal. While all of the
participants (N=14) mentioned the importance of looking at both sides of an issue or
understanding multiple perspectives, I focus next on two of the participants who
demonstrated the most well-developed argument, one that includes the anticipation of the
counter-argument and researching to compose a rebuttal to possible counter-arguments.
For example, Carlie explained:
On various days, I require students to respond to writing prompts that they will
have to research. I also have students in my journalism class to show both sides of
issues. I have led students to understand that argument is not a bad, negative word
that people use in a fight, but rather to support their ideas. I can implement
argument in all classes.
Carlie’s last statement about implementation of argument in “all classes” was
quite remarkable compared with her initial statement about the lack of argument use and
her lack of knowledge about strategies to use for teaching argument. Through her
written reflection, Carlie understood the purpose of research, multiple perspectives, and
the collaborative nature of argument for building self-knowledge of issues and supports
for claims. Her statement, “I can implement argument in all classes” was the statement
of a teacher with a positive and confident attitude about the implementation of argument
in her instructional practices.
A second participant, Dan, explained, “I have used students’ prior knowledge to
build classroom debates using class wide writing prompts, ‘would you rather’, and
classroom informational texts to support their ideas”. Although he used the narrow term
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“debate” in his response, Dan did refer to the use of the strategy “would you rather…”
as well. This strategy required his students to consider two claims, weigh the evidence
for both claims, and make a decision based on the evidence. Through this “would you
rather…” strategy, students were able to compare information to arrive at a decision.
Dan’s application of the “would you rather” strategy demanded interaction with facts
and classification of facts for decision-making by those reading and discussing an issue;
a more sophisticated instructional design for argument.
Finding evidence for and explaining both sides of an issue were examples of an
increased ability to design instruction for argument. The addition of looking at both sides
of an issue extensively helped these two participants push their students to the full model
of argument. Being able to take multiple perspectives, to understand that an argument is
strengthened when counter-arguments are addressed, and using evidence to rebut those
counter-arguments helped students read, listen, and think critically, research for purpose,
and increase content knowledge.
Continued Problems with Argument Instruction
While the participants were more confident in designing instruction by the end of
the institute, as with all new endeavors, problems occurred for them as they planned to
infuse their classrooms with argument. They worried about their own expertise in
teaching argument, engaging low-performing students, finding topics that were authentic
to student interests and needs, and helping students realize the importance of mining for
valid, reliable evidence. These problems still caused some reservations about the use of
argument. In the last PD session in February, these problems were discussed and possible
solutions were proposed.
182

Lack of experience. At every follow-up session, several participants (n=7) voiced
concerns about their lack of experience to design lesson plans around argument. While
Charlene was finally convinced that argument would be a positive influence in her class,
she also recorded that she needed more practice with argument to better engage her
students with argument. She said, “I feel argument can build classroom strength. Students
will learn to respect others and their opinions. I would just like more practice with
argument in order to better teach my students.” Charlene was working in a school that
had been taken over by the state department of education. The students consistently did
not show respect for teachers or for one another. The fact that she saw argument as a way
for her students to “learn to respect others and their opinions” was significant to her
attitude about planning argument. Her reservations were still based in the reality that her
experiences with argument were very limited.
At-risk students. Natalie described her reservations about planning for argument
instruction because she had previously worked with students labeled as “at-risk learners”
in addition to receiving services for special education. Natalie felt as though she would
need lots of one-on-one time with each student in order for them to successfully plan for
argument sessions in the classroom. She said:
Lower students struggle with independently researching and drafting arguments.
With a large population of special education students along with the bottom 25%,
I struggle with finding time to work with all students to ensure they are
successful.
Natalie’s expression of doubt about at-risk students and argument was a concern shared
by others. Most (n= 8) of the participants realized that argument involved higher-order
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thinking - something does not come easily for a student struggling to read or write.
Strategies for teaching argument requiring students to read texts for research and take
notes independently were very real concerns for the participants who worked with
students who struggled with grade level texts and passages.
Finding authentic texts for evidence. Argument is a very rigorous instructional
strategy. One of the ways we increased rigor was through the use of authenticity.
Authenticity in this situation required topics that interested the students, texts that were at
the appropriate reading level of the students, and objectives that met the framework for
the local school district. Identifying texts that met all these requirements presented a
couple of issues for several participants (n=4). Identifying texts around which to create
lessons that addressed the independent reading levels of the students implied the text
must be readable, interesting, and appropriate for the goals of lessons.
This problem with designing lessons was a very real concern for these
participants. In Leigh’s reflection, she wrote, “I had trouble finding text to make it fit the
lesson.” Leigh’s reflection could have been an indication that she did not fully understand
the many ways in which argument can be infused into a lesson. She could have also been
trying to create arguments that were not really debatable.
Carlie described a problem with disinterested students. She said, “I worry about
students who are not motivated. I think it could be addressed through offering more than
one topic and making sure I have texts on different levels.” Her suggestion that students’
lack of interest could possibly be addressed through well-thought out offerings of a
variety of topics and leveled texts that would interest students and give opportunity for
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independent reading was a good indication that she was already thinking about ways to
address a problem that had arisen with the implementation of argument.
Identifying relevant texts used to build arguments was a second concern. Texts at
appropriate student reading levels to mine evidence that supported claims was voiced by
participants (n=8) after they had begun implementation of argument into their classes.
The research component required for justification of claims placed a high demand on
access to authentic texts with relevance to students. Brian referred to this issue when he
said, “One of the struggles I faced was helping students understand the importance of
using justification and research.” This reference to justification and research indicated
that students could not understand how to find and identify texts to craft their
justifications.
Charlotte shared the same problems when she said, “Students have a hard time
when they are required to support their arguments with facts.” Fact-finding engaged
students in finding texts they could read and collect the facts they needed to support their
arguments. Natalie also mentioned how hard it had been for her to teach her students to
“look for and use text-dependent evidence.” This problem with implementation was also
considered an inability to identify supports within text more than finding the appropriate
texts. However, these comments were written after a discussion of the challenges of
finding the right texts when we met on the last day of PD in February.
Technology issues. A last problem mentioned with designing instruction in
argument was connected to technology use. Students needed access to many different
types of texts and data to conduct research and to build justification of claims and
warrants, and technology could have supported this access. However, a few participants
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(n=4) shared a lack of technology access could also cause hardship. For example, using
the Internet to retrieve sources from data bases on the reading level of the students was an
important access and skill students needed for independence.
In addition to technology use, it was important for students to be able to research
and argue topics that mattered to them. One teacher, Carlie, was confident in designing
instruction through modeling, but she also reflected on her concerns with the use of
technology, including using it to find topics. Carlie said, “After extensive modeling, the
students enjoy our discussion days. Some struggles I have are the use of technology and,
again, finding topics that interest the students.” Carlie taught in a county school where
internet access was unpredictable, and when it did work, it was very slow and would
freeze up often. Charlotte was also a teacher in the same county. As a third-grade teacher
with only two computers in her class, her technology use was limited.
All the schools where these participants taught had computer labs; however, the
computer labs were not available to the participants because they were being used for
computer classes or tutoring through a computer-generated adaptive remediation
program. The libraries at these schools were also inaccessible because the librarians had
classes throughout the day. Two of the schools shared the same librarian so their libraries
were only open on a part-time basis. The participants who worked in the county schools
(n=4) were not able to use their own technological devices because they did not have
wireless internet capabilities, nor did they have cellular data service. They were not even
able to use their cellphones for calls or texts.
Making the connections between the informational texts as data, providing claims
and warrants based on that data, using technology as a research tool, revisiting data to
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justify positions, and choosing topics and readings that were authentically interesting to
students were the most prevalent problems the participants experience or could foresee as
they continued to plan for argument instruction. However, their attitudes about designing
instruction were overall positive, and they had success in planning instruction because
they had many ways to engage students for meaningful, authentic argument interaction
within their classrooms.
Summary
In this chapter, I shared participants’ understandings and attitudes about
argument, its implementation, its significance to learning, and the instructional design for
maximum student learning. Throughout this chapter teacher growth in understanding and
shift in attitude were documented through their responses in written interviews, written
reflections, informal conversations, and semi-structured interviews. Participants who
were skeptical about argument became advocates of argument. Participants who wanted
to teach argument but lacked knowledge of strategies became adept because of their
involvement in argument and in training for the teaching of argument.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS
In chapter five, I review the nature of this study, comment on the findings and draw
conclusions about those findings. Then I identify the implications of this PD on the
understandings and attitudes of the fourteen participants over the four-week summer
institute, fall revisit, and spring wrap-up meetings. Next, I discuss how the participants
progressed through the categories of risk-takers as they implemented argument into their
own classrooms. In conclusion, I share topics for further research.
Purpose of Study
The purpose of this qualitative study was to document teacher perceptions and
changes in their understandings and attitudes about argument after PD. I developed
research questions that address the ways inservice teacher participants’ understandings
and attitudes related to the use of argument in the classroom change as a result of PD.
Understandings of Argument:


In what ways did inservice teachers’ definitions of argument change as a result of
professional development?



In what ways did inservice teachers’ description of the implementation of
argument change as a result of professional development?

Attitudes about Argument:
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In what ways did teachers’ attitudes change about the importance of argument in
the classroom as a result of professional development?



In what ways did teachers’ attitudes about their ability to design instruction for
teaching argument change as a result of professional development?
Methods and Procedures
This study was a qualitative single-case case study based on constructivist

grounded theory, and bounded by the impact of the PD in argument on the participants.
The participants (N=14) were upper elementary to middle school participants of English,
science, and/or social studies engaged in six sessions of argument instruction. These
participants were chosen for PD through a competitive process and volunteered to
participate in the study. I played a dual role in this PD encounter in that I was instructor
and researcher. While the dual role of instructor and researcher can sometimes create
unintended bias, my dual role in this study strengthened my ability to constructively
ground my thoughts and ideas about the teaching of argument and the impact the PD
offered. I became part of the data that I collected. The data were collected in whole group
discussions, semi-structured interviews, class recordings, engagements in argument, and
participant journal reflections. As the researcher, my own reflections, observations,
lesson plans, and readings were also a part of the data.
Review of Major Findings
Before the discussion, I review major findings as they relate to my research
questions. In the first section, I discuss the participants’ understandings and attitudes
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about argument before any PD encounters. In the second section, I discuss the
participants’ changes in understandings and attitudes about argument after PD.
Understandings and Attitudes before Professional Development
Participants’ initial understandings and attitudes related to the use of argument
prior to PD were limited, based on findings from this study. Most of the 14 participants
defined argument in terms of a paper to be written, a debate, or a fight to be avoided.
Many of the critical components of argument’s definition, as operationally defined in the
first chapters of this dissertation, were missing. Components such as data collection,
logic, sound reasoning, critical thinking skills, multiple perspectives, and authentic
learning were not mentioned or addressed by the teacher participants. They did not know
the types of argument or that some types of argument promote greater conceptual
learning than others. Participants primarily thought of argument as adversarial, never
seeing argument as collaborative or as a means of coming to a greater understanding.
Their definitions were very narrow and related mostly to debate or persuasion.
The second aspect of understandings of argument concerned the description of the
implementation of argument. In other words, I sought to ascertain what argument looked
like in the classroom. For the most part, the participants were not able to explain how to
implement argument nor what it would look like in their classrooms. When Charlotte said
she used argument every day in her classroom, but then shared she did not know how to
define argument, implement argument, or plan for instruction in argument, there was a
misalignment in what she claimed to implement (e.g., I use argument every day) and
what she could articulate about that process.
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The attitudes of participants about the importance of argument in the classroom
prior to PD ranged from very important to not really appropriate for the classroom. Even
though most of the 14 participants (n=10) thought argument might be an important skill
to infuse into their teaching, they had not really thought about how to effectively design
instruction to create opportunities for their students to engage in argument. A couple of
participants had attempted to design instruction so that their students could engage in
argument; however, their description of previous instruction lacked the structure of
argument, the inclusion of data collection, and the value of informational texts to the
building of a logical, reasonable argument.
Understandings and Attitudes after Professional Development
When PD sessions ended, I examined how the participants’ understandings of
argument changed. Instead of defining argument as simply a debate or a fight, most
participants (n=13) were able to explain argument in multiple ways that reflected more
complex understandings of argument. For example, they defined argument as an
authentic discussion; a means of understanding multiple perspectives; a way to come to
understanding; and a logical, reasonable process. Whereas before PD the participants’
understandings were like a flat, one-dimensional line, after PD their definitions of
argument came alive as if they took on a three-dimensional depth; morphing from a line,
to a square, to a cube. Their definitions of argument had expanded to include multiple
meanings and purposes for argument.
After PD, the participants could easily discuss the implementation of argument
through rich descriptions of the components of argument, AST, and critical reading,
listening, and thinking. They were able to explain the importance of data and how the
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gathering of data gave authentic purposes to reading a variety of informational texts.
Words like respect and evidence emerged. Evie mentioned that students must “learn from
one another”. These participants understood how to, and why they should implement
argument into their classrooms. This finding confirmed the findings of Schmoker (2007),
Graff (2003), and Learning 24/7 (2005) in that schools are devoid of the teaching of
argument. I am amazed that the CCSS (NGACBP-CCSSO, 2010) had been in existence
for three years at the time of the PD for these participants, and they had no idea what
argument was.
The last two research questions concerned the attitudes of the participants about
the importance of argument to the classroom setting as well as their own abilities to
design instruction for argument. Prior to PD, several participants (n=7) had never used
argument in their classrooms, five participants said they had used it some, and two
participants said they had used it all of the time. Even though most of the participants
said they thought it was important, they did not provide opportunities for their students to
engage in argument. One teacher, Blaine, admitted in her responses after the PD that she
thought the instruction in argument was a waste of time because she did not plan to ever
use it with her students. However, after the PD encounter Blaine was eager to engage her
students in argument. After she returned to her classroom, Blaine reported great success
with argument with her students. Brian also admitted he had never thought much about
the inclusion of argument in his classroom. After the institute, his attitude about argument
took a 180o turn. He valued and saw the opportunities for argument in every unit of
instruction he planned.
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In addition to their attitudes about the importance of argument, several
participants’ attitudes about their own ability to design instruction for argument changed.
For example, Don was excited about planning argument because he understood AST and
the components of argument. These participants were confident that they could design
instruction for argument because not only did they know what argument was; they also
had strategies for teaching argument. The teacher participants’ own engagement in
argument gave them insight into how to teach argument to their students.
At the last PD session, the participants had worked with their students for twothirds of the school year. They had implemented argument in real time in real classes
with real students. Most of the participants were very positive about their ability to design
instruction. They had done it and were successful. After their own engagement with
argument as the facilitator, they did have some barriers yet to overcome. Some of these
barriers were making connections between the informational texts as data, providing
claims and warrants based on that data, using technology as a research tool, revisiting
data to justify positions, and choosing topics and readings that were authentically
interesting to students.
Discussion
I began this dissertation with the idea that argument is the heart, soul, essence,
and centrality of education (Alfassi, 2009; Graff, 2003; Lasch, 1996; Postman, 1996;
Schmoker, 2007). Even with much research supporting this idea, argument has been
rarely taught or used in the K-12 setting, in pre-service teacher education programs, or in
PD opportunities for teachers. In addition, the term argument is vaguely defined for the
classroom teacher (Voss, 2001). Findings from the current research study provide a more
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concise definition for argument as a discussion skill, as a way to think critically, and as a
product of data collection through the use of informational texts. In discussing the
findings of the current study and its connections to the field of research, I rely once again
on the impact PD had on participants’ understandings and attitudes about argument.
As I began to think about how to discuss the findings in terms of understandings
and attitudes, I returned to the expectancy-value model. Through this model, the
effectiveness of teacher implementation and changed student achievement depended
upon the participants' own expectancy (degree to which they thought they would be
successful) and value (how important the topic was to them). The degree to which
participants thought they would be successful created a risk-taking opportunity for them.
As Laughran (2002) suggested, personal PD cannot be accomplished without risk -taking.
From Wigfield and Eccles (2000), the expectancy-value model includes motivation, selfefficacy, and cost factors of implementation of new content or pedagogy.
Pondering Lortie’s (1975) apprenticeship of observation, I realized apprenticeship
is only one part of the motivations and skills to be considered for successful
implementation of reform teaching. The apprenticeship of observation refers to the prior
exposure one has to new content or pedagogy. It also refers to the intuitiveness one has
because of prior experiences with new content or pedagogy. However, the apprenticeship
of observation does not explicitly address ways to overcome a lack of experience or how
to think about the emotional strains on a teacher who is taking risks to teach new content
or new strategies.
Collectively, Lortie’s (1975) apprenticeship of observation, the expectancy-value
model for new content and pedagogy, and the idea of risk-taking for participants who
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want to increase their effectiveness and grow professionally helps researchers and
educators more completely understand increased student achievement as a result of PD,
in comparison to what these theories might offer separately. Therefore, I created a risktaking framework that is grounded in the literature on risk-taking in teaching and the
expectancy-value model to share analysis of my findings (see Table 8 below).
Within this framework, I utilized a basic definition of expectancy, which is the
likelihood of success one feels he will have when he engages in new teaching of content
or implementation of strategies, and I added to it the consideration of the background of
the individual and how background and risk-taking has impact on identity from Reil's
(2005) risk-taking model. For the value component of the expectancy-value model, I
highlighted the emotional experiences as they related to the willingness of participants to
take risks. Loughran (2002) described about risk-taking as a possible positive emotion for
some. The thrill of the risk drives some participants to step out of their comfort zone and
increase the "boundaries" of their practice (Loughran, 2002). For others, the act of risktaking creates an emotional experience with negative feelings for risk-taking, which
affects personal identities.
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Table 8
Risk-Taking Framework
Do Not Value

Value

(no importance; not worth the

(important, meaningful, valuable; worth

cost factor involved)

the cost factor involved)

No

Non Risk-Takers

Concerned Non Risk-Takers

Expectancy

(no value, no expectancy)

(valued it, but no efficacy to do it)

(no efficacy;

Did not define argument;

Defined argument;

no expectancy

Did not use argument;

Did not use argument;

for likelihood

Did not see importance of

Did see importance of argument;

of success or

argument

Lacked pedagogy for teaching

belief in one's

argument

ability)
Expectancy

Casual Risk-Takers

Competent Risk-Takers

(efficacy;

(no value, efficacy/belief in

(value it, efficacy/belief in ability)

expectancy for

ability)

Defined argument;

likelihood of

Defined argument;

Used argument purposefully;

success or

Used argument randomly;

Did see importance of argument;

belief in one's

Did see importance of

Possessed pedagogy for teaching

ability)

argument;

argument

Lacked pedagogy for
teaching argument
Note: Framework design is based on the Conceptual Model of the Influence of Reform on
Teacher Identity, Emotions, Risk-taking, and Learning (Reio, 2005) and the ExpectancyValue Theory (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000)

196

Within this framework, one can identify more specifically the areas of motivational, selfefficacy, and implementation problems participants might encounter in the midst of
reform, standards change, and new demands of pedagogy. While this chart applies these
risk-taking categories across argument, they can apply to any new content, strategy, or
program implementation.
Participants’ Risk-Taking Levels Prior to Professional Development
Lortie’s (1975) idea of “apprenticeship of observation” embraces the spirit of
risk-taking that participants engage in when they learn about and implement new
strategies, concepts, and types of communication. Participants that are able to move
beyond the apprenticeship and intuitiveness that comes with what they have known and
experienced, take risks to learn about and try something new and unfamiliar. The
teaching of argument falls into that category. Because risk taking is such an important
component of participants’ innovation and implementation of new learning, I decided to
group the participants in the study based on varying degrees of willingness to take risks
teaching both before and after PD.
While participants did not have a multi-dimensional understanding of the different
purposes and types of argument, their understandings and attitudes about argument in
their classrooms before PD occurred at different levels. To describe these levels, I
grouped the participants into four categories of risk taking: non risk-takers, concerned
non risk-takers, casual risk-takers, and competent risk-takers. I developed these terms
based on the idea of teaching in a new way apart from one’s own intuition and experience
(Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2007; Grossman, 1989; Kennedy, 1999; Lortie, 1975).
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I defined non risk-takers as participants who preferred not to take risks in
instruction or teach things they had not taught. They were low expectancy-low value
teachers. Concerned non risk-takers were concerned that they were not teaching
something they were required to teach; however, their concern had not yet become so
great that they engaged in the necessary PD or self-study to implement the new content or
strategies in their teaching. They were considered low expectancy-high value teachers.
Casual risk-takers were those participants who engaged in teaching something they did
not really understand, but they attempted to teach a new concept or use a new strategy
without understanding or clarity. Therefore, the new material was addressed in a random
manner, void of strategic and meaningful infusion into the classroom. These participants
were considered high expectancy-low value teachers in response to argument and its
implementation.
Finally, Competent risk-takers were those participants who understood the new
demands of teaching and purposefully infused their teaching with the new content or new
strategy. They were high expectancy-high value teachers who considered the cost of
implementing the new strategy or content to be worth the risk. In general, teachers who
are considered casual or competent risk-takers do not have prior experience with
argument that could serve as a foundation for understanding and implementing argument;
however, this lack of knowledge does not encumber them. They are creative and
adventurous and take the risk to implement new teaching (Anderson, 2002; Erbas & Bas,
2015).
Table 9 below presents the types of risk-takers represented by this case before
these participants embarked on month-long PD. The table is a summary of the labels I
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assigned to the categories of risk-takers, the definition for each category, and the
participants' places in each of the categories of risk-takers. I revisited this table again to
determine how placement in categories changed after participants experienced the
argument PD.
Table 9
Types of risk-takers for the implementation of argument before PD
Type of RiskTaker

Non-RiskTaker

Definition of
each type of
Risk-Taker

Did not
define
argument;
Did not use
argument;
Did not see
importance of
argument

Participants in
this category

Charlene
Vanessa

Concerned
Non-RiskTaker
Defined
argument;
Did not use
argument;
Did see
importance of
argument;
Lacked
pedagogy for
teaching
argument

Casual RiskTaker

Competent
Risk-Taker

Defined
argument;
Used
argument
randomly;
Did see
importance of
argument;
Lacked
pedagogy for
teaching
argument

Defined
argument;
Used argument
purposefully;
Did see
importance of
argument;
Possessed
pedagogy for
teaching
argument

Stephanie
Lori
Brian
Cher
Blaine
Leigh

Natalie
Don
Charlotte
Fran
Carlie
Evie

(No participants
in this category.)

Non risk-takers. The results of the before PD data indicated that two of
participants readily admitted they did not use argument and seemed very reluctant to
delve into learning because they viewed argument as arguing or as a means for creating
discomfort, disunity, and division in their classrooms. I labeled this pair of teachers non199

risk takers. They did not know about argument. They did not use it, nor did they see a
purpose for using it.
Concerned non risk-takers. A second group of participants (n=6) saw value in
the use of argument prior to PD, felt it was important for their students to use, and wanted
to learn more about how to use argument, but they admitted they did not have the skill or
understanding to use it currently. This group of participants were easily classified as
concerned non-risk takers because they had a sense of the value and importance of
argument, felt an obligation to teach it, and were concerned they needed to learn more to
meet that professional obligation. They were not trying to implement argument, yet they
were conscious of the fact that they should. Their lack of previous experience with
argument as students, as preservice teachers, and as inservice teachers had left them with
a feeling of great inadequacy to teach argument. Their awareness of the new demands of
national standards created a dilemma for them. They were to teach something for which
they had no prior experience, pedagogy, or understanding. Lortie (1976), Kennedy
(1999), Grossman (1989), and Darling-Hammond and Bransford (2007) describe the
ways that teachers’ pedagogical content knowledge impacts their ability to implement
new instructional practices or content. Ongoing support, like that offered to preservice
teachers in South Africa (Braund et al., 2013) might support these participants to
implement argument into their lesson plans and curriculum.
Casual risk-takers. Casual risk-takers were participants who were willing to try
or described trying argument but who did not fully understand the concept. They casually
used the term to describe their practices. This third group of participants (n=6) said they
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used argument in their classes often; however, they were unable to discuss the nuts and
bolts of pedagogy for implementation. Xie and So (2012) noted that preservice teachers
could not conduct arguments among their students because of their lack of knowledge in
science content. In a similar way, these participants lacked pedagogical knowledge of
argument. It was almost as if argument occurred by chance at the least. At the most,
argument occurred in their classrooms without rhyme or reason with a clear goal in mind
for its use. Sometimes the topics about which they choose to argue were silly and
meaningless. They also tended to think that argument was supposed to always be
adversarial. These participants used argument, but they did not use it strategically,
intentionally, or with purpose.
Competent risk-takers. From the data collected, no competent risk-takers
emerged prior to PD. Competent risk-takers would have been those who knew the
components of argument, understood its importance in learning, and were able to
strategically and confidently implement argument to increase student learning, concept
development, skill, and achievement. I chose to label this group competent risk-takers
because even though they may have been competent, they would still have been risk
takers based on the lack of previous experience, intuitiveness, mentors, and support they
would have had in the teaching of argument. Like Borg (2004), who said intuitiveness
cannot be underestimated, I believe that when participants moved to this category, it was
as risk takers.
To become competent in the teaching of argument in a little over six months of
intermittent PD opportunities, a participant would still be a risk taker because of the
complexities of teaching argument and no previous experiences upon which to draw for
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the on-going planning and decision-making that must be made in the throes of a live
classroom experience. To further substantiate Vygotsky (1987), the participants would
have to overcome their lack of experience to facilitate vibrant experiences for their own
students. Throughout the training period, one goal for the participants in the PD was to
help them shift toward competent risk-takers of argument in their own classrooms.
Like so many other strategies, educational terms, and ideas in education, these
participants had heard that argument was important. They had an idea that they needed to
implement it in their classrooms; however, they had no support system, no pedagogical
approach, and no real understanding of the vastness, variety and purposes that argument
facilitated for understanding, authenticity, and student empowerment. From a spectrum of
no perceptions or understandings of argument to some understanding and perception of
argument for the group, I began PD for the teaching of argument.
Participants’ Risk-Taking Levels after Professional Development
From the results of the before PD data collection, participants had preconceived
notions of how to define argument, whether it was important, what it might look like in a
classroom, and what kinds of instructional strategies to use for the implementation of
argument. From the teachers’ initial responses, part of the PD had to be devoted to
address their misconceptions. A section of the literature review of this dissertation was
also devoted to the misconceptions about argument – its definition, its worth as a learning
strategy, and the strategies needed to effectively implement argument in the classroom. In
this section, I discuss the four categories of risk-takers with regard to the changes of the
participants’ understandings and attitudes about the teaching of argument from their
interactions during five days of PD over seven months (see Table 10 below).
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Table 10
Types of risk-takers for the implementation of argument after PD
Type of Risk Non-Risk
Taker
Taker
Participants
in this
category

Concerned
Non-Risk
Taker
No Move
Cher

Moved from
Non-RiskTaker
Charlene
Vanessa

Casual
Risk Taker

Competent
Risk Taker

Moved from
Concerned NonRisk-Taker
Lori

Moved from
Concerned NonRisk-Taker
Leigh
Blaine
Stephanie
Brian
Moved from
Casual RiskTaker Category
Natalie
Don
Charlotte
Carlie
Fran
Evie

Non risk-takers. According to the results of this study, most of this participants
advanced at least one category of implementation. When the study began, Charlene and
Vanessa were the only teachers in the non-risk taker category. While both teachers did
not advance to a category of active use of argument in their classrooms, they did progress
to a place of understanding of argument. Of importance, I noted that neither of the ladies
attended the follow-up visits, so I was unable to document growth once they returned to
their classrooms.
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Concerned non risk-takers. Another participant, Cher, did not return for followup visits so there was no data about her understanding and attitude after the initial
workshop. At the end of the summer training, I considered her a concerned non-risk
taker. At the time the workshop ended, she knew about argument, she knew it was
important and beneficial to her students, but there was no evidence that she had reflected
upon the implementation of argument. I was able to gauge her changes through the end of
June, and although she was able to define argument and felt more confident in being able
to teach argument, the data collected on Cher did not reveal a progression from the
declarative understanding of argument to the procedural understanding of argument. Cher
also missed a couple of the PD sessions during June, so her experiences and knowledge
of argument were limited compared to the other participants in the institute. As Kuhn et
al. (1997) and Saracaloglu et al. (2011) have shown, one-day PD in argument does not
change teacher behavior and ongoing sustained PD is needed for teachers to be able to
engage their students in argument that renders critical thinking, research skills, and
conceptual learning.
Casual risk-takers. Lori progressed from concerned non-risk taker to casual
risk-taker. This category was the best match for what she was implementing in her
classroom concerning argument. Lori taught in an in-school detention environment, so
her student population was ever-changing. Even with this ever-changing student
population, she was able to infuse her teaching with argument in the form of debate. Lori
was pleased and saw value in the couple of times she had used argument in her class. The
only thing that kept Lori from being a competent risk-taker was the fact that she seemed
to incorporate argument randomly rather than purposefully. While argument as debate
204

was downplayed in this study, argument as debate is a very viable implementation of
argument as a teaching strategy. Debate does not render the kinds of meaningful
conversations that produce collaborative, collective, and dialogical arguments for the
sake of understanding such as that which Rezniktskaya et al. (2001) and Nussbaum
(2011) discuss but debates are very engaging as evaluative, adversarial arguments, and as
Nussbaum and Kardash (2005) reported, supports are easier to produce for adversarial
arguments.
Competent risk-takers. The most impressive group of participants who
advanced after experiencing PD were those who began as concerned non-risk takers and
progressed to competent risk-takers. Four participants (Leigh, Brian, Stephanie, and
Blaine) were able to extensively discuss the inclusion of argument within their teaching.
They were able to discuss what was successful, how they taught students argument, and
the barriers to implementation they faced. These participants were well on their way to
becoming effective teachers of argument. Leigh and Brian were high school teachers who
taught ninth and tenth grades. Stephanie and Blaine were elementary teachers who taught
third and fourth grades.
The success of these two groups of participants outside the parameters of middle
school instruction was a testimony to the applicability of argument across disciples,
content areas, and grade levels, which supports demands of the NGSS (science
standards), NCSS (social studies standards), NCTM (mathematics standards), and the
CCSS. Stephanie and Blaine’s success also confirmed Michaels, O’Connors, and
Resnick’s (2007) findings that even kindergarten students can engage in meaningful
conversations with the elements of argument infused in them. Chen et al. (2016) also
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worked with fifth graders for 15 weeks and were successful in engaging them in
argument that included counter-arguments and rebuttals.
The last group of five participants (Natalie, Don, Charlotte, Carlie, and Fran)
advanced from casual risk-taker to competent risk-taker. These participants, though the
most knowledgeable about argument from the beginning of PD, were still able to show
growth and change. These participants had used some type of argument before the
institute; however, they had used it randomly and without purpose or strategies. Before
PD, Natalie had mentioned accountable talk; however, she also mentioned bringing up
random topics. After the final PD session, Natalie was able to discuss argument,
reasoning, multiple perspectives, and the value of research to argument.
The increased performance of these participants who progressed to competent
risk-takers may have been due to the design of the teacher PD that included explicit
instruction, consistent modeling, and deep reflection, as suggested by Bransford and
Darling-Hammond and Bransford (2005), Kuhn et al. (1997), and Saracaloglu et al.
(2011). These participants were able to attend all of the PD sessions, had explicit
instruction in the teaching of argument, observed and engaged in modeling, and reflected
after every session. For the same reasons, the concerned non-risk takers did not advance
because of their lack of consistency and involvement, these competent risk-takers did
improve in their ability to teach argument. While they were confident in their
implementation, they were still risk-takers because they were engaging meaningfully in
the teaching of argument for which they had no previous experience, or “apprenticeship
of observation” to guide them (Darling-Hammond & Bransford, 2005; Grossman, 1989;
Kennedy, 1999; Lortie, 1976).
206

Implications
Argument is a skill, a process, and a product that will likely produce increased
student understanding through concept development, motivation, authentic learning, and
metacognition. Argument promotes critical skills, value of informational texts, and
reasoning. Teachers have limited experience with argument and need on-going PD to
increase understanding of argument as well as to develop positive attitudes about the
teaching of argument. Requiring argument through state and national standards across
disciplines is not enough to ensure students are engaging in rich discussions, valuing
reasoning and logic through appropriate use of evidence, and wrestling with topics that
matter for deep understanding and conceptual development. We must equip our teachers
before we can equip our students.
Implications for Risk-Taking Framework
While increased teacher capacity and improved teaching for the benefits of
students is of utmost importance in the 21 st Century, one of the significant implications of
this study is the impact that expectancy-value theory along with risk-taking has for
teachers. Barriers to implementation can include low self-efficacy, fear of risk-taking,
and lack of content knowledge. These barriers can be classified, and once classified, they
can be addressed through the Risk-Taking Framework that I developed based on a
combination of Lortie's (1975) apprenticeship of observation, Rieo's (2005) conceptual
model of the influence of reform on teacher identify, emotions, risk-taking, and learning,
and the work of Wigfield and Eccles (2000) with expectancy-value theory. Utilizing a
framework such as this one may assist researchers and providers of PD to plan for and
address these factors in the future.
207

Implications for Argument Defined Across Content
Because of the extensive nature of the literature review for this study, and the
explicit connections made between the similarities of argument across content areas, this
study provides for a strong definition of argument in the K-12 classroom. I combined the
definitions of argument in several fields (psychology, education, philosophy) and across
content areas (ELA, science, social studies, and mathematics) and provided an explicitlystated, working definition of argument. I also identified the types of argument that prove
to be most beneficial in the K-12 setting.
While I proposed that the schema of argument is the same across content areas,
the nuances of the differences in the presentation of claims, what is valued as evidence,
and the purposes of argument were different. This study implies that the similaries of
argument across content should be made while the nuances from one content area to
another should be identified.
Implications for Sustained Professional Development Aligned with Best Practice
Teacher PD should not be provided as one-shot opportunities (Kuhn et al., 1997).
The training for the use of argument in teacher PD should be ongoing and sustained. The
argument PD for this study was designed based on the characteristics of effective PD
(P21: Partnership for 21st Century Learning, 2007), and that design was an important
element for its effectiveness. For example, when I think about acquiring the skills it took
for me as a novice teacher to understand and implement guided reading, I remember it
was not a one-time training event. It took me a couple of years and several on-going PD
opportunities to understand and fully implement guided reading.

208

At the end of the PD, the participants for this study were competent and confident
in the implementation of argument because they had become a professional learning
community through their experiences as they were engaged in argument, learned
strategies for argument, used argument strategically in their own classrooms, and
reflected upon the implementation. Because of the nature of their reflections at each
training session, they were able to look at their understandings and attitudes as well as the
barriers and problems they were facing as they implemented the process and product of
argument for which they really had no previous training or experience. They were able to
evaluate the effectiveness of their own PD upon their own lesson and unit planning and
their own students' increased achievement in argument.
This implication supports the work of Conkling (2007) and Scholtz et al. (2008).
The effective implementation of argument in a classroom is one of those literacy skills
that will require on-going PD and support. Even though participants were supported
throughout a month-long institute, it was an intervention. When revisited in a September
follow up session, participants were able to identify components of argument, but I had to
continue to intervene. My desire was that the intervention would change the way they
taught; the way they thought about content and concepts when they prepared lesson
plans. These participants were beginning to understand argument, but they still had many
questions and needed more support throughout the school year after the summer institute.
My findings are much like those of Kuhn et al. (1997), who found no change after one
day of PD. My findings were also in line with Darling-Hammond et al. (2017) and their
most recent identification of effective PD in an ongoing community of learning.
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Implications for Universities and Teacher Education Programs
This research holds important implications for universities and teacher education
programs because our universities prepare the educators of tomorrow’s children. General
education programs (like English, history, and science) need to teach and demonstrate the
use of argument as a viable teaching strategy. As college students encounter argument
within their coursework and are exposed to and engaged in argument during class
activities, they will experience how argument works.
Teacher education programs also need to explicitly teach argument, engage their
students in argument, and require their students to create argument lesson plans.
Preservice teachers need to learn the pedagogy to engage their future students in
argument. If ELA, social studies, science, and mathematics methods professors model
and explicitly teach argument and, at the same time, require preservice teachers to write
lesson plans for argument, the teaching of argument might become more common in K12. Ultimately, preservice teachers will be more likely to teach argument in their own
classrooms because of these interactions throughout their college career.
Implications for District and School Administrators
This research also holds important implications for local school district
administrators and curriculum coordinators. As the instructional leaders of their districts,
they must lead the way in providing training, support, professional learning communities,
and time for teachers to develop the skills needed to teach argument. They can also look
for evidence of argument in their schools through observations and lesson plans. Making
sure teachers have the technology and resources they need to successfully implement
argument is also another way administrators can support and encourage argument.
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Implications for Teachers
This research also holds important implications for teachers. Argument has been
shown to be repeatedly successful (Ames & Murray, 1982; Chinn & Anderson, 1998;
Nussbaum, 2011; Voss, 2001; Retznitskaya et al., 2001) in increasing student motivation
and engagement, in developing critical thinking skills, in increasing conceptual
understanding, and in producing long-term learning. Teachers must hold themselves
accountable to the recommendations of national standards as well as the required
standards of their states and districts. Argument is everywhere (Lunsford et al., 2007),
and teachers must consider how to ready their students for the authentic literacy and
argumentative literacy challenges that await them.
Recommendations for Stakeholders
Below I offer four recommendations for stakeholders to consider when supporting
instructional design and implementation of argument. First, commonalities across content
needs to be recognized. In a time when discipline-specific strategies are being
encouraged, argument still has a common thread across disciplines, a common schema.
Second, there is more than one type of and purpose for argument, and our students need
to be able to recognize, identify and use the appropriate type (Nussbaum, 2011; Walton,
1998). Third, PD for argument strategies needs to be provided to teachers so that they can
help their students improve in the academic argument. Though argument is a natural
response, without instruction in argument, a person’s engagement in argument does not
become more sophisticated; therefore, teachers must teach ways in which to improve the
ability to argue reasonably and logically (Mercer & Sams, 2006). Fourth, the use of AST
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will help teachers and students understand the expectations of argument (Retznitskaya et
al., 2008). Each of these recommendations is detailed in subsequent sections below.
Commonalities across content. First, teachers need to have a common language
or at least a common purpose across content areas. Helping students begin to make
connections between the different types of argument across disciplines and the thinking
processes each has in common, as well as the different purposes of each, can create a
more congruent approach to argument. Teachers can help students see the commonalities
of argument across content as well as make adaptations to the vocabulary, the types of
evidence, and purposes for argument in each discipline for a more congruent learning
environment. For example, content area teachers could create a compare/contrast chart of
argument and the unique characteristics for each discipline. The CCSS (NGACBPCCSSO, 2010) does that in Appendix A, page 23 in a paragraph defining argument across
disciplines. An example of the beginnings of such a comparison chart is provided below
in Table 11.
Table 11
Examples of differences in content areas
Content
Area
Claim
Evidence

Literacy

Social Studies

Science

Claim based on
text
Defend
Interpretations
from Evidence in
Texts

Claim

Hypothesis

Analyze evidence from
multiple sources to support
an empirically or
historically situated
interpretation

Use data in a
scientifically
acceptable form and
apply scientific
concepts

Note: Information taken from ELACCSS, Appendix A, p. 23
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More than one type and purpose for argument. Second, while teachers need to
understand that all argument uses the same basic critical thinking skills, teachers also
need a broader base of understanding of argument in the fields in which they teach.
Teachers' present perspectives, experiences, and teaching strategies for argument must be
expanded and built upon for knowledgeable, masterful engagement between teachers and
their students in the art of argument. They need extended exposure to argument and
sustained PD opportunities in strategy development for implementation of argument into
their specific content areas. Furthermore, Walton’s six types of argument (Nussbaum,
2011; Walton, 1998) also delineates between different types of argument and the ways
the claim, warrants, evidences, and supports will be different for each. This implication
supports the work of Felton and Kuhn (2001) who used Walton’s six types of argument
to show the different purposes and requirements of each in the classroom setting. Using
Walton’s six types, teachers would be more able to discern which type of argument is
needed for the task at hand.
Training for argument strategies. Third, the educational research community
has to examine what argument looks like, how is it taught, and how present and future
teachers are being prepared to teach it. In a South African study (Braund et al., 2013),
researchers determined that more training was needed for preservice teachers to: (1)
reflect on argument lessons, (2) understand strategic questioning and argument strategies,
such as playing devil’s advocate (a strategy for looking at both sides of an issue), (3)
identify content area goals as well as argument goals in lesson plans, and (4) provide
support for pre-service teachers as they embark on the implementation of argument. My
study has confirmed what Braund (2012) and his associates determined – teaching
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strategies for argument instruction increase teacher ability to engage students in
argument; however, the teaching of strategies for argument must be more than a one-time
event.
We must turn to the results of researchers like Goel et al. (2010) who encourage
teaching through theme, cognition, social structure, and participation. If the teaching of
children through these four components can produce positive change, then engaging
teachers in PD in a themed-centered approach, in deep cognitive absorption, in a highly
social environment, and in an atmosphere of participation must be our goal for
developing PD that produces change.
Support through schema. Fourth, the use of AST (Retznitskaya et al., 2001)
helps teachers have a common language, and a shared foundation from which to teach all
types of argument. Don, the least experienced participant in the PD, shared that he
wished we had begun our discussion of argument with AST. Mapping the process of
argument through specific steps, even though the steps can be cyclical and recurring as
needed, provided a concrete foundation and way to approach the teaching of argument.
This notion aligns with previous research that schema helps us learn (Reznitskaya et al.,
2008; Reznitskaya et al., 2012). This implication does not agree with Mercier (2011b)
because Mercier believed children did not need a schema to learn. He believed argument
was a natural skill that did not need to be taught. My findings did not align with that
belief. My findings were more in line with AST (Reznitskaya et al., 2012). The
participants understood argument better because of their encounters with AST to
understand argument. The participants in my study also demonstrated some of the
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characteristics that Newell et al. (2011) discussed about children and how they had to
understand the structure of argument before they could recognize or construct argument.
Recommendations for Future Research
While argument has been more frequently researched in the last decade, the
teaching of argument and skills required for argument have not become a part of K-12
classrooms (Galonics & Nussbaum, 2008). Retznikaya and her colleagues have spent
much time over the last three decades in exploring argument in elementary school. In
addition, Wilhelm (2007), Hillocks (2011), Buehl (2014), and Gallagher (2011), among
others, have written books describing how to implement argument in middle school, yet
these resources, and others like them, had not infiltrated the schools of the participants in
this study. Even the standards for science, social studies, English/language arts, and
mathematics that require argument had not impacted or changed teacher knowledge or
implementation of argument. For these reasons, I share the following recommendations
for future research:
1. Teachers’ perceptions of argument need to be further documented;
2. Sustained PD for teachers should be implemented and its impact on student
achievement in the art of argument should be documented; and,
3. Effects of teacher preparation programs on the ability to teach argument should be
explored.
The use of argument for promoting authentic talk, giving meaning to
informational texts and research, developing critical thinking skills, and increasing
conceptual learning is reason enough to implement argument in the classroom. Given that
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the national standards for every content area encourages argument at each grade level
from kindergarten to twelfth grade, teachers should make it a priority to teach argument.
PD opportunities for sustained instruction in argument teaching strategies should be made
available (Genc, 2008). If, in fact, argument is the heart and soul of education, let our
profession return to its heart and soul for the increased achievement of students so that
they may be ready for the future, whether their path is college or career. Not only should
teachers be able to define and engage in argument, and implement argument, they should
also be able to implement and assess it effectively.
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Teacher Interview Questions
1. Name, Subject and Grade Levels Taught.
2. Describe your favorite part of language arts.
3. How do you feel about student discussions?
4. Describe a time you were in a classroom discussion that you enjoyed .
5. Your definition of argument in a classroom
6. Describe how would you know if a good argument is taking place.
7. Describe why might you want to teach children to argue or debate.
8. How much do you argument in your classroom?
9. How do you go about teaching argument to your students?
10. The purpose of argument among students
11. As a future teacher, describe your opinion about teaching students to argue.
12. Your comfort level with teaching students to argue effectively
13. Describe how you see yourself as a debater.
14. Describe what problems you foresee as a facilitator of argumentative discourse.
15. Reflect upon what you have learned about argumentative discourse. How would you
describe your understanding today.
16. Describe the benefits you see in the use of argumentative discourse in your college
classroom.
17. Describe the benefits you see in the use of argumentative discourse in your own
classroom when you become a teacher.
18. Describe how argumentative discourse works.
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